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Statement of the Problem
Over the past 20 years the assessment center technique has become one of 
the more popular methods used by organizations for the selection, promotion 
and training and development of supervisors and managers. As a consequence of 
the evidence available concerning its predictive efficacy, and its typically 
evident similarity to the job, the assessment center method has been applied 
in thousands of organizations for many different purposes.
Most assessment centers require raters (assessors) to observe a sample of 
job-related behavior and formulate ratings on a series of job-relevant 
dimensions/abilities. Unfortunately, the research to date suggests that it is 
not variability across dimensions which is accounting for the variance in 
ratings. Rather, the variance in ratings appears to be more a function of 
variability in overall performance across exercises (Sackett & Dreher, 1982; 
Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982). In other words, although the claim is that 
dimensions are being measured in an assessment center, analysis of the ratings 
fails to support this contention. This is evidence that the resultant ratings 
may not be valid measures of the intended performance dimensions.
In an organization where empirical validity has been demonstrated for an 
assessment center, the inability of dimensions to account for significant 
variance in the ratings may not be perceived as troublesome. However, if 
dimension-related information were to be used in decisions concerning training 
and development, or career path planning, the validity of dimensional ratings 
would be crucial. Furthermore, since the vast majority of organizations using 
assessment centers will not have the resources to do a conclusive criterion- 
related validity study, empirical justification for the assessment center will
Assessment Center Ratings
2
not be available. In such circumstances the organization will probably rely 
on a content validation strategy. This creates a problem in that evidence of 
content validity may not be sufficient to demonstrate the job-relatedness of 
such a highly inferential process (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(1978)).
Demonstration of the job-relatedness of an assessment center is critical 
from both a legal and organizational effectiveness standpoint. Most would 
agree that sound exercise construction (content validity) is necessary for the 
demonstration of the job-relatedness of an assessment center. But, is 
evidence of content validity sufficient? It is argued here that when 
assessors are required to rate dimensions (as in most assessment centers) the 
inferential contribution of the assessors is very great and renders content 
validation insufficient as justification for the job-relatedness of an 
assessment center. This contention is based on the fact that content 
validation of an assessment center usually deals only with how representative 
the samples of assessment behaviors, exercises, and dimensions are of the job 
domain. This evidence of content validity does not in any way address the 
validity of the dimensional ratings provided by assessors.
Evidence for the validity of assessors dimensional ratings could be 
obtained by demonstrating convergent and discriminant validity in those 
ratings. It was previously stated that such evidence is not currently 
available. Researchers to date have employed various analytical procedures 
(e.g., exploratory factor analysis, ANOVA) to estimate the degree of 
convergent and discriminant validity present in assessors ratings. It is 
proposed that a more direct test of the degree of convergent and discriminant
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validity in assessors ratings can be obtained by employing confirmatory factor 
analysis. Further, it is hypothesized that the failure of previous research 
to demonstrate adequate levels of discriminant validity may be due to the 
substantial inferential contribution required of assessors. For example, 
potential evidence of discriminant validity among assessment dimensions may be 
obscured by differences in the behaviors attended to by assessors, or by 
differences in the way assessors aggregate behaviors when formulating a 
dimensional rating.
Consequently, the purpose of the present study was two—fold. First, 
confirmatory factor analysis was applied to assessor’s post-exercise 
dimensional ratings in an attempt to obtain a more accurate estimate of the 
dimensionality underlying these ratings. Second, this study utilized a slight 
methodological innovation (a behavioral checklist) to ascertain what effect a 
reduction in the amount of inference required of assessors would have on the 
demonstration of convergent and discriminant validity in assessment center 
ratings.
Historical Perspective
Essentially, the term assessment center is applied to a standardized 
evaluation process which incorporates multiple assessment techniques, multiple 
assessors, and judgments on a predetermined set of dimensions, attributes, or 
qualities based on information pooled from the assessors. Included in the 
multiple assessment techniques may be objective tests, interviews, projective 
tests, etc. Almost invariably, however, situational exercises (simulations or 
work samples) designed to elicit behaviors relevant to dimensions of
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performance on the job are utilized.
Multiple assessors are trained in the observation, classification, and 
evaluation of relevant behaviors. These assessors typically observe and 
evaluate different candidates in different exercises, meet and discuss each 
candidate’s performance across all exercises, and formulate overall 
evaluations such that a candidate’s final rating is a result of consensus 
among the assessment staff. The techniques used in the assessment center are 
designed to provide information relevant to the dimensions, attributes, and 
qualities which are determined on an a priori basis to be critical for 
successful performance on the job.
The first use of multiple assessment procedures on a large scale is 
generally attributed to the German military psychologists (Office of Strategic 
Services 1948). This methodology was adopted because of the belief that 
typically used paper-and-pencil tests were too limited in scope to provide an 
accurate representation of the individual. They sought a more "holistic” 
approach to the measurement of abilities and traits.
In the early 1940’s the British Army and the American Office of Strategic 
Services utilized the multiple assessment approach to select cadets and 
intelligence agents respectively. These early attempts at multiple assessment 
are particularly noteworthy because it was here that the first situational 
exercises were developed and implemented. The situational exercise, it was 
hoped, when observed and evaluated under standardized conditions, would 
increase the scope of human behavior relevant to selection decisions.
A void in the research on psychological development during adulthood, 
especially as it applied to an individual’s work related behavior, served as
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an impetus for the Management Progress Study, This was a longitudinal study 
initiated by the Bell System (Bray, 1964; Bray & Grant, 1966) that represents 
one of the earliest research-oriented applications of the assessment center 
method to assist in the selection of management personnel. The widespread use 
of assessment centers today is due largely to the success experienced by the 
Bell System.
Evidence of Criterion Related Validity
The Management Progress Study (Bray & Grant, 1966) sought to demonstrate 
a relationship between personal characteristics hypothesized to be important 
for progress in the management ranks and actual management level achieved ten 
years later (the criterion measure was actually 8 years). The researchers 
administered the assessment center which consisted of clinical interviews, 
projective tests, work samples, paper-and-pencil tests, and participation in 
group problems and leaderless group discussions to 422 male employees of six 
Bell Telephone companies. The results Were retained for research purposes 
only and were not released to managers. Hence, there was little possibility 
of contamination. Point biserial correlations were .44 for the college sample 
and .71 for the non-college sample. Of those who reached middle management, 
78 percent had been correctly identified by the assessment staff. Further­
more, of those who had not progressed further than first level management, 95 
percent had been predicted to not reach middle management within the ten year 
span.
Another longitudinal study designed to examine the predictive validity of 
an assessment center in a developmental paradigm was conducted by Mitchel
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(1975). The objective was to observe changes in the validity coefficients 
resulting from measuring a criterion of salary growth at different points in 
time. Assessor ratings demonstrated moderate predictive validity (grand 
average for assessor ratings, r = .24). Examination of the correlations also 
indicated a general increase over time. This result supports Weitz’s (1961) 
contention as well as evidence provided by Bray and Campbell (1968) and 
Hinrichs (1978) that the time of criterion measurement makes a difference. 
This makes sense as one would expect criterion variance to increase over time 
thus increasing the potential for a significant relationship to be 
demonstrated between the predictor and criterion.
Even a cursory review of the criterion related validities, serves to 
illustrate that regardless of the differences in format, purpose, and content, 
the results appear to be positive and consistent (Borman, 1982; Borman, Eaton, 
Bryan & Rosse, 1983; Campbell & Bray, 1967; Kraut & Scott, 1972). A glance at 
the criteria frequently used (e.g. salary growth, organizational level, rate 
of promotion and demotion, etc.) makes one wonder, however, if the majority of 
these validity coefficients aren’t being unduly influenced by the lack of 
behaviorally related performance measures. Klimoski and Strickland (1977) 
point out that ’’While these popular criterion measures are intercorrelated and 
appear to measure advancement or success within an organization, it is not 
clear that they reflect competence, effectiveness, or superior performance.” 
This comment is directed at criteria other than actual job performance, and 
over which the individual does not have direct control. Klimoski and 
Strickland (1977) warn that reliance on this type of criterion may introduce a 
special kind of criterion contamination, and place the
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assessment center in jeopardy of operating as a policy capturing device rather
«
than a technique for the objective observation and evaluation of behavior 
related to successful job performance. Similarly, the dominant theme of 
Campbell, Dunnett, Lawler and Weick (1970) is the need for focusing on actual 
behavior at both the predictor and criterion levels of measurement. One could 
speculate that it is precisely this kind of criterion contamination which is 
responsible for the predictive success of many assessment centers.
Several researchers have investigated the contribution of individual 
assessment techniques to predictive validity (Bray & Grant, 1966; Hinrichs, 
1969; Wollowick & McNamara, 1969). The results consistently indicate that 
when compared with paper-and^pencil tests alone, assessment center exercises 
substantially increased the criterion variance accounted for, and each type of 
predictor contributed a unique element to the prediction of managerial success 
such that neither could have been removed without a loss of significant 
information. As a consequence of these research efforts, the assessment 
center process has become an extremely popular tool. This technique’s 
popularity is further enhanced by its obvious face validity (Howard, 1974) and 
anecdotal evidence which suggests that: (1) participants view the process as
more job-related and more fair than traditional practices; (2) upper- 
management also views the process as particularly valuable in identifying 
successful candidates; and (3) assessors benefit from their involvement (for 
example: they develop a greater understanding of behaviors related to
successful performance; they receive training and the opportunity to practice 
direct observation of behavior and objective evaluation techniques; etc.).
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Sufficiency of Content Validation Strategies
One additional reason for the popularity of this procedure, as noted by 
Sackett and Dreher (1982), is the belief that content-oriented test 
construction can provide sufficient evidence for the validity of the 
assessment center. Hinrichs (1978) also reported that many organizations have 
stopped after the test-construction phase and relied on empirical validity 
generated elsewhere.
Sackett and Dreher (1982) took exception to this practice stating that 
"exercise design represents very weak support of construct validity, 
particularly if it is to serve as the sole justification for the use of the 
procedure." These authors suggest that content-oriented test construction is 
insufficient because of the complexity of the dimensions being measured and 
because of the variety of highly inferential steps involved in the assessment 
center process. The inferences required of assessors include the 
determination of exercise relevant behavior, the categorization of that 
behavior into appropriate dimensions, the weighting of behavior within 
dimensions and frequently the differential weighting of the dimensions 
themselves. While these inferential contributions may be among the most 
important, they are by no means the only judgments required of assessors in 
formulating dimensional and/or overall ratings in the typical assessment 
center. Sackett and Hakel (1979) discuss similar inferences while commenting 
on the "seemingly impossible" task facing assessors.
In light of the centrality of dimensions to the assessment center 
process, and in the absence of other validity evidence, Sackett and Dreher 
(1982) proposed that one should examine the post-exercise dimensional ratings
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to ascertain the extent to which the assessment center procedure results in 
the accurate measurement of the dimensions it purports to measure. These 
researchers employed a factor analytic approach to three different sets of 
assessment center ratings. Support for the valid measurement of the 
dimensions in each assessment center would be obtained if the factors
corresponded to the dimensions measured. Unfortunately, in all three 
organizations, the within-exercise ratings correlated more highly than the 
across-exercise ratings of specific dimensions. This resulted in a factor 
pattern in which the factors clearly represented exercises rather than
dimensions. Thus the results failed to provide support for the accurate
measurement of assessment dimensions (assuming relative independence among 
dimensions).
Neidig and Neidig (1984), in a recent critique, stated that the failure 
of internal exercise ratings to satisfy construct validity requirements does 
not preclude the job relatedness of the assessment center method. They 
contend that when the different exercises reflect accurate domain sampling, 
dimensional differences across exercises are to be expected. Therefore, the 
inability to demonstrate discriminant validity in post-exercise ratings is no 
cause for alarm. Furthermore, the point is stressed that there is no basis 
for establishing acceptable levels of behavioral stability across situations. 
Therefore, the satisfaction of discriminant validity criteria is perceived to 
be an unrealistic requirement. Neidig and Neidig claim that rather than 
ascertaining the consistency of assessee performance from exercise to 
exercise, a more meaningful comparison for the stability of performance 
requirement would be between the total assessment center sample of behavior
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and the different behaviors that are required in the target positions (content 
oriented test construction).
Similar criticisms of the Sackett and Dreher (1982) position on content 
validation are offered by Norton (1981). In addition to disputing the 
insufficiency of content validation strategies, Norton contends that the 
inferential contribution of assessors is minimal. He states, "in a good 
assessment center evaluation, the only inferences required are those resulting 
from the complexity and ambiguity of the target job." It certainly seems 
likely that the qualitative evaluation of assessment center behavior, as it 
relates to various performance dimensions, creates a problem equally complex 
and ambiguous said requires substantial additional inference on the part of 
assessors.
The arguments made by Neidig and Neidig (1984) and Norton (1981) fail to 
address the complexity of the dimensions being evaluated and the sufficiency 
of a content validity approach under these circumstances (Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (1978). While no one would argue against a 
sophisticated content oriented exercise construction strategy, this procedure 
addresses only the representativeness of the stimulus material (i.e., 
exercises and hypothesized dimensions) and fails to offer evidence concerning 
the validity of the ratings which result from an assessors observation of 
performance in the exercises.
Evidence of convergent and discriminant validity of the resultant ratings 
seems appropriate and necessary (where no other empirical evidence exists) 
because of two basic assumptions underlying the assessment center process. 
First, the language of assessment centers from their inception has made it
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clear that dimensions are assumed to represent relatively stable personal 
characteristics or abilities. That researchers and practitioners measure and 
try to predict job performance from these dimensions is testament enough to 
this fact. Second, it is assumed that these dimensions are qualitatively 
different from one another. This is not to say that the dimensions are 
believed to be unrelated. However, researchers have treated them as 
conceptually independent abilities and have tried to measure them as such. If 
the dimensions were not representative of relatively independent 
characteristics or abilities, there would be little utility from a 
psychometric standpoint in measuring large numbers of them.
In light of these basic assumptions, and because of the complexity of the 
dimensions frequently measured and the potentially large inferential 
contribution of the assessors, the question of the validity of the assessors* 
ratings becomes more than a question of the similarity between behavior on the 
job and behavior required by the assessment center. To justify the use of 
ratings provided by assessors we must have evidence which indicates that the 
assessors are in fact measuring what we purport them to be measuring. This 
type of evidence can be obtained via the demonstration of convergent and 
discriminant validity in the dimensional ratings.
In situations where the assessment center results in an overall rating 
and the predictive validity of those ratings has been established, evidence 
concerning the convergent and discriminant validity of dimensional ratings may 
not be of critical importance. However, evidence of convergent and 
discriminant validity in dimensional ratings will be crucial in situations 
where the predictive utility of such ratings has not been demonstrated, and
Assessment Center Ratings 
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especially in situations where the measurement of an individual’s strengths 
and weaknesses (related to the performance dimensions) will be used in 
providing feedback and/or making decisions regarding training and development, 
career path planning, etc.
Convergent and Discriminant Validity
The convergent and discriminant validity present in assessors ratings can 
be examined by arranging the correlations obtained among the observed 
variables in the form of a multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) matrix, where 
dimensions serve as traits, and exercises (or tests) represent methods. 
Consequently, any dimensional rating received by an individual represents a 
dimension-exercise (trait-method) unit.
Campbell and Fiske (1959) proposed four criteria for evaluating the 
extent of convergent and discriminant validity in a matrix of 
intercorrelations resulting from multiple traits (dimensions) each measured by 
multiple methods (exercises, tests, etc.): (1) Correlations between measures
of the same traits assessed by different methods (convergent validities) 
should be statistically significant and sufficiently different from zero to 
warrant further examinations of validity; (2) Convergent validities should be 
higher than correlations between different traits assessed by different 
methods (heterotrait-heteromethod correlations). If this criterion is not 
met, a generalized rating which engulfs several (or all) of the traits may be 
present; (3) Convergent validities should be higher than correlations between 
different traits assessed by the same method (heterotrait-monomethod 
correlations). Absence of this finding suggests the presence of a strong halo
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or method effect; (4) The pattern of correlations between different traits 
should be similar for each method. Failure to meet this criterion also 
implies that correlations among traits are due to a particular method or to 
halo bias.
While Campbell and Fiske’s criteria are of tremendous heuristic value, in 
practice their utility is problematic. Decisions regarding the success or
failure of a data set to satisfy these criteria can be very arbitrary. In 
addition, this type of analysis of an MTMM can be very difficult with large
matrices.
As a result of the ambiguities involved in the implementation of Campbell 
and Fiske’s criteria, several researchers have employed analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) in analyzing the MTMM matrix (Kavanagh, MacKinney & Wolins, 1971; 
Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982). Using this methodology it is possible to examine 
four sources of variance that are of particular interest in the analysis of 
MTMM data: (1) Person variance, which is represented as the level of overall
agreement on individuals across methods and traits (interpreted as evidence of
construct validity); (2) Person X trait variance, which reflects the degree of
differentiation among persons that is due to traits. Absence of this 
interaction indicates an absence of discriminant validity; (3) Person X method 
variance, which reflects the degree of differentiation among persons that is 
due to methods. Presence of this interaction indicates that the different 
methods introduce a systematic source of variance. This is interpreted as a 
method or halo effect; (4) The final source of variance (which includes the 
three-way interaction) is error. It is assumed that differentiation among 
persons is not due to any specific trait-method combination.
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Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) applied ANOVA to an MTMM matrix of 
assessment center ratings. The results indicated that there was significant 
person variance (convergent validity) indicating that assessors were able to 
differentiate, on a global basis, among assessees. The Person X trait
interaction was negligible, thereby indicating little evidence for the 
differential ordering of assessees on different traits (discriminant 
validity). A large person x situation interaction was obtained which,
although confounded with potential "halo" error, was interpreted to indicate 
that assessees performed objectively differently in the various exercises.
Whether it is because of the situational specificity of behavior, or 
because of the raters* inability to accurately measure dimensions, the results 
of Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) and Sackett and Dreher (1982) suggest that 
raters are unable to differentiate among the performance dimensions. This 
situation forces one to question whether these dimensions exist as stable
personal characteristics or at least what justification we have for their
measurement.
This concern is further supported by a large body of research concerning 
the dimensionality of assessment center ratings. An almost universal finding 
in the literature is that the "overall rating" is the most reliable measure 
and the most valid predictor (Boehm & Hoyle, 1977; Borman, 1982; Bray & 
Grant, 1966, Hinrichs, 1978; Moses, 1973; etc.). Assessors appear to be able 
to rank order people in terms of overall performance with some success and 
usually at least a moderate amount of agreement. Unfortunately, there is less 
agreement in terms of individual dimensions.
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In studies employing factor analysis to determine the underlying 
dimensionality of ratings there is further evidence for the assessor’s 
inability to differentiate among performance dimensions* In 1971, Slovic and 
Lichtenstein concluded that regardless of the number of dimensions measured, 
80% of the predictable variance can be accounted for by 3 dimensions. This 
was true even when training emphasized the importance of all dimensions. 
Sackett and Hackel (1979) confirmed this finding when they reported that: 
"5 - 7 dimensions typically captured all predictable variance and in no case
did the multiple correlation with more than 3 predictors exceed the multiple 
correlation with 3 predictors by more than p < .05.” Their parallel analysis 
and factor comparisons provide support for the hypothesis of individual 
differences in the complexity and nature of the dimensionality underlying 
assessment ratings. Kavanagh, MacKinney, and Wolins*' (1971) difficulty in 
determining the number of performance dimensions represented in managerial 
ratings led Landy and Farr (1980) to question the existence of these 
dimensions in the behavior patterns of assessees. They speculated that: "It
may be that they (dimensions) exist in the cognitive framework of the raters 
and have little or no reality with respect to ratees." Similarly, Naylor and 
Wherry (1965) and Wherry and Naylor (1966) found distinctly different rater 
"policies" in rating behavior. These findings have been interpreted to 
represent (potentially) the influence of implicit personality theories or even 
the differential cognitive structure of raters.
While some may argue that the successful implementation of an assessment 
center for selection or promotional purposes may not depend upon the 
demonstration of construct validity, the fact remains that dimensional ratings
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play an integral part in the assessment center process, and the measurement of 
these dimensions cannot be supported by the research to date.
Cross-Situational Consistency of Behavior
The tendency for correlations among different dimensions within an 
exercise to be greater than correlations among measures of the same dimension 
across different exercises presents a problem for the validation of assessment 
ratings that is analogous to the problem facing those researchers interested 
in the cross-situational stability of behavior (e.g., Epstein, 1979; Mischel 
& Peake, 1982). These researchers and others have been involved in an on­
going debate concerning the stability of personality. While many researchers, 
and it would seem most people in general, assume that stable behavioral 
dispositions (traits) exist, a tremendous amount of psychological research 
fails to provide supportive evidence. What has been demonstrated is that 
behavior varies markedly as a function of stimulus or situational variables.
Epstein (1979) contends that by increasing the temporal reliability of 
personality measures it should be possible to demonstrate * stable individual 
differences which surpass the routinely reported .20 to .30 estimates of 
behavioral stability. The basic premise underlying Epstein’s investigation is 
that researchers need to be cognizant that error of measurement is apt to be 
high and temporal reliability (or replicability) low when findings are derived 
from single observations.
Epstein’s hypothesis is as follows: "stability (across situations) can
be demonstrated over a wide range of variables so long as the behavior in 
question is averaged over a sufficient number of occurrences." The studies
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reported by Epstein (1979) demonstrated that when single events (one day) were 
examined, there was little evidence for stability as most coefficients were 
well below .30, These odd day/even day comparisons were the same for the last 
two days as well as for the first two. This finding indicated that stability 
did not increase over the course of the study. However, when the mean of all 
odd days (for one month) were correlated with the mean of all even days, 7 out 
of 8 coefficients (behavior observed by others) were above .70. An equally 
interesting finding stemmed from a hypothesis that a judge’s view of stability 
could have influenced his/her ratings independent of the behavior of the 
subject. Epstein postulated that to the extent that this occurred, it would 
be most clearly revealed in ratings of variables that required the most 
inference. When Epstein sorted variables into three groups according to the 
degree of inference required on the part of the observer, he found that the 
items which required the least amount of inference expressed the highest 
stability coefficients.
Epstein concluded that when high levels of reliability are established, 
evidence of construct validity will likely emerge in relationships among the 
different variables. Probably Epstein’s most salient point was that the 
single rating could be viewed as an intuitive averaging. In terms of the 
assessment center, when an assessor makes a rating on a dimension subsequent 
to observation of the exercise, he/she has intuitively averaged over all 
behaviors observed which were interpreted as relevant to the dimension by the 
assessor. Assuming the previous statement is accurate, one can point to two 
potentially large inferential contributions of the assessor. First in the 
intuitive averaging, and secondly, in the "interpretation” of dimension
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relevance. Both of these inferential contributions could be operating to mask 
the relative independence among dimensions and/or to inhibit the demonstration 
of cross-situational (exercise) stability of dimensional ratings.
Mischel and Peake (1982), while considering Epstein’s findings to be 
merely a reaffirmation of what the Spearman-Brown Formula has predicted for 
years, suggest a methodological modification which speaks to the inferential 
contribution of interpreting the dimension relevance of various behaviors. 
Mischel and Peake offer empirical evidence which suggests that the impression 
of cross-situational consistency is based on the observation of temporal 
stability in those behaviors that are highly relevant (central) to the 
dimension. Mischel and Peake obtained independent ratings of the relevancy 
(prototypicality) of certain behaviors to various characteristics. They found 
that for the more prototypic behaviors, the mean temporal stability 
coefficients of the self-perceived low-variability versus high-variability 
groups were .68 and .31 respectively. Applying this finding to the assessment 
center process, one could hypothesize that the failure to demonstrate high 
cross-situational consistency in assessment ratings in the past could have 
been due to the clouding of this consistency by each assessor’s incorporation 
of non-dimension relevant behaviors in the ratings. It seems worthwhile to 
investigate whether more cross-situational consistency as well as dimensional 
differentiation could be demonstrated in assessment center ratings if only 
dimension relevant behaviors serve as the basis for ratings.
The Present Study
The inability of raters to differentiate among dimensions not only
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inhibits the demonstration of discriminant validity, but also limits the 
capability of establishing cross-situational consistency in dimension-related 
behavior. The difficulty in demonstrating discriminant validity could be a 
function of several factors. First, intuitive averaging by assessors may 
decrease the reliability and accuracy of post-exercise dimension ratings,
which, in turn, may limit the discriminant validity of the ratings.
Second, evidence of discriminant validity may be hampered by the 
inclusion of dimension irrelevant information in the rating decision. Both of 
these factors are directly related to the complexity of the task confronting 
assessors. Not only are assessors required to observe and record behavior, 
they are also required to determine the exercise and dimension relevance of 
behaviors, the relative weight of behaviors, and the evaluative merit of 
groups of behaviors.
A third reason for the inability to demonstrate discriminant validity
could be that the dimensions chosen are not really independent, stable, 
characteristics of individuals. The recent evidence available from assessment 
center research would seem to indicate that this may be the case (Sackett &. 
Dreher, 1982; Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982).
In the present study, two different rating procedures were completed by 
the assessors and the convergent and discriminant validity of each procedure 
was assessed. One rating procedure (the assessor report form which is
described later) required assessors to make ratings in a way similar to many 
other assessment centers. In the second procedure (a behavioral checklist) 
the rating process was more structured, in an attempt to simplify the rating 
process and reduce the inferential contribution required of assessors.
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Specifically, the later rating process required assessors to complete a 
specialized checklist which was developed to: a) reduce the need for
assessors to intuitively average different behaviors; b) incorporate 
aggregation over a sample of within-exercise dimensional behavior in all post­
exercise dimensional ratings; and c) constrain the rating process such that
only dimension-relevant behaviors are incorporated in any dimensional rating. 
The checklist strategy was chosen for several reasons. First, this method 
provided a convenient means to implement simultaneously the suggestions of 
Epstein (1979) and Mischel and Peake (1982). Second, the use of a behavioral 
checklist made it possible to constrain the rating process and reduce, as much 
as possible, the inferences required of assessors. The third reason for 
employing a behavioral checklist represents a response to the suggestion of 
other researchers to investigate the utility of alternate, more objective 
rating procedures.
The assessors were required to provide "ratings” after each exercise via 
both the specialized checklist and a more typical assessor report form. The
assessor report form consisted of a) space for recording behavior during the
exercise; b) definitions of the dimensions and space for transcribing relevant
behavior into these dimensions; and c) a five point scale after each dimension 
on which assessors were to indicate the effectiveness (1 = low, 5 = high) of 
performance related to that dimension. Consequently, two MTMM matrices were 
analyzed, each reflecting the relationships among measured variables obtained 
from the different rating procedures.
Because of the important role played by the checklist in this 
investigation, a few additional comments concerning its structure and content
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are warranted. Following the suggestions of Epstein (1979), the checklist for 
each exercise contained multiple behavioral examples of each dimension to be 
measured. In effect, the assessor was required to make multiple discrete 
decisions regarding behaviors related to each dimension, as opposed to
formulating one global rating for each dimension in each exercise. This
provided the opportunity to assess the dimensional stability of behavior 
within, as well as across, exercises.
In accordance with the suggestions of Mischel and Peake (1982), the 
checklist for each exercise contained only those behaviors determined on an a 
priori basis to be highly relevant to the dimension in question. Finally, in 
responding to the checklist, the assessor was required to indicate only the 
presence or absence of each behavior on that list for that particular
exercise.
Response to the checklist, understandably, represents a simplified task 
for the assessors. Further, it is argued that this simplified task minimizes 
the inferential contribution of assessors by: a) reducing the need for
intuitive averaging across different behaviors to formulate a rating; b) 
reducing, if not eliminating, the need to determine dimensional relevance; and 
c) removing the need to differentially weight behaviors and/or dimensions.
The checklist, it is postulated, should provide stable estimates of within- 
exercise dimensional performance and increased power for detecting 
discriminant validity and cross-situational stability in assessee behavior, if 
it in fact exists.
A few brief comments on the method of analysis also seem in order. MTMM 
matrices lend themselves to analysis by a variety of different procedures. In
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fact, because of their relative merits, researchers have stressed the 
desirability of utilizing more than one method in the analysis of a given MTMM 
data set (e.g., Schmitt, Neal, Coyle & Saari, 1977). Accordingly, the MTMM 
matrices generated in this study were analyzed using two different procedures. 
First, because of its ease of application and convenient summary statistics 
for the documentation of convergent and discriminant validity, the ANOVA model 
will be applied to the MTMM data.
The second method of analysis to be applied to the resultant matrices was 
confirmatory factor analysis. As was previously noted, Sackett and Dreher 
(1982) employed an exploratory factor analytic technique to determine the 
underlying dimensionality of the assessors ratings. While the results were 
compelling, use of the exploratory factor analytic technique requires the 
researcher to make a series of assumptions, which in the case of the data set 
being analyzed, may be inappropriate. For example, a) all common factors are 
uncorrelated, b) all observed variables are directly affected by all common 
factors, c) unique factors are uncorrelated with one another, d) all observed 
variables are affected by a unique factor, and e) error in the measurement of 
observed variables is uncorrelated with latent factors.
The limitations of exploratory factor analysis have, to a great extent, 
been overcome by the development of confirmatory factor analysis procedures. 
In confirmatory factor analysis, the assumptions or constraints imposed on the 
relationships among variables are substantively motivated, rather than driven 
by the research tool chosen. The researcher is allowed to determine, for 
example, a) which common factors will be correlated; b) which observed 
variables are related to which common factors, c) which observed variables are
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related to unique factors, etc. In addition, statistical tests can be 
performed to determine if the sample data are consistent with the model 
implied by the constraints imposed on the relationships among variables.
The actual analysis was performed using Joreskog and Sorbom’s (1984)
LISREL VI computer program which employs a maximum likelihood approach to 
confirmatory factor analysis. This procedure requires the researcher to 
specify three different matrices. First, the LAMBDA X matrix which contains 
the factor loadings (similar to a factor pattern matrix). The second matrix 
to be specified is the PHI matrix which contains the correlations between 
factors. The third matrix, THETA DELTA, contains the error/uniqueness of each 
measured variable. It is through the specification of various parameters 
within these matrices that the researcher is able to test alternative models 
hypothesized to explain the relationships among observed and latent variables.
In the present investigation it was possible to test alternative models 
for the MTMM matrices obtained from both the checklist and assessor report
forms. That is, it was possible to determine whether the latent variables
underlying assessment center performance represented the proposed dimensions, 
or exercises, or some combination thereof.
Hypotheses
The present study was designed for the purpose of: a) providing a more
accurate estimate of the degree of convergent and discriminant validity in 
assessors post-exercise dimensional ratings; and b) determining what effect a 
reduction in the level of inference required of assessors (as operationalized 
by the behavioral checklist) would have on the evidence for convergent and 
discriminant validity in assessors ratings. The following hypotheses were
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tested in this study:
1. The model hypothesized to best fit the data provided by the 
assessor report forms was a model which specified that the 
relationships among measured variables were primarily a 
function of the exercises, or shared method variance, i.e. 
results similar to those reported by Sackett and Dreher (1982), 
and Turnage and Muchinsky (1982).
2. The model hypothesized to best fit the data provided by the 
checklist ratings was a model in which a significant and 
substantial proportion of the variance in ratings would be 
accounted for by the dimensions measured.
Therefore, the model which best represents the checklist ratings should 
include factors which represent some, if not all of the five measured 
dimensions. In other words, the evidence for discriminant validity is 
expected to be greater, and the relative influence of different methods 
(exercises) is expected to be less, in the MTMM which results from the 
checklist ratings.
The present investigation was conducted in a medium-sized midwestern 
organization and involved the analysis of a promotional assessment center 
which was developed to measure five predetermined performance dimensions in 
each of three job-simulation exercises. This investigation was conducted in 
two phases. Phase 1 involved the development of the behavioral checklist. 
Phase 2 comprises the implementation of the assessment center and its 
analysis.
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Method
Phase_l
Subjects, Six managers representing two separate departments within the 
municipality served as the subject matter experts (SMEs) for Phase 1. Two 
middle level managers represented the functional division in which the target 
position exists. Four middle level managers, all with graduate degrees in the 
social sciences (three hold degrees in Industrial/Organizational Psychology), 
represented the Personnel Department.
Checklist development procedure. Each exercise checklist was developed 
as follows: (1) A list of behaviors reflecting the dimensions to be measured
and seen as critical for successful performance in each exercise was generated 
independently by each SME; (2) A list of all of the behaviors was provided to 
the four SMEs representing Personnel. These SMEs were asked to independently 
sort (retranslate) the behaviors into the dimensions which they represented. 
Only those behaviors for which at least three of the four SMEs were in 
agreement were retained for the checklist; (3) These same SMEs then were 
required to rate each behavior in terms of its relevance to that dimension.
The ratings were made on a five-point scale where 1 signified ’’not at all✓
relevant” and 5 signified ”extremely relevant” (similar to Mischel & Peake 
(1982)). Mean relevance ratings were computed for those behaviors retained on 
the checklist. Only behaviors receiving mean relevancy ratings of 3.0 or 
greater were retained for the final form of the checklist. In addition, if 
any behavior was seen to reflect more than one dimension, it was included in 
only that dimension where it best served to maximize the intradimensional mean 
relevancy ratings.
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The final form of the checklist consisted of the retained behaviors 
arranged in random order, and included no dimension descriptors, as it has 
been suggested that such trait labels may frequently lead to implicit 
assumptions (Landy & Farr, 1980). The behaviors were resorted into their 
appropriate dimensions only for the purpose of analysis. The assessors were 
simply required to circle "yes” or ”no" on the checklist, indicating the 
presence or absence of that behavior during the exercise.
Post-exercise dimensional ratings derived from the checklist resulted 
from a mechanical combination (aggregation) of the behaviors present during an 
exercise, which were relevant to a particular dimension and yielded a score 
ranging from zero to seven. This mechanical combination of the data was used 
to reduce even further the inferential contribution of the assessors, while 
potentially increasing the accuracy of the composite dimensional rating 
(Borman, 1982; Mitchel, 1975; Sawyer, 1966; Wollowick & MacNamara, 1969).
The behavioral checklists. The methodology implemented for checklist 
development was successful in identifying highly relevant behaviors critical 
for successful performance in each of the exercises. Appendix A contains the 
original lists of behaviors generated by the SMEs for each of the exercises. 
Appendix B contains those behaviors for which three of the four SMEs involved 
in the retranslation were in agreement, and for which the mean dimension 
relevance ratings for each behavioral statement were greater than or equal to 
3.0. Seventy-three percent, 85% and 71% of the behaviors originally generated 
by the SMEs for exercises one, two and three respectively, met both of these 
criteria and were retained for the exercise checklists. For the purpose of 
reliability, each dimension within an exercise was represented on the
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checklist by an equal number of behaviors. The actual number of behaviors 
representing each dimension was determined by the number of behaviors (seven) 
representing the dimension with the fewest behaviors achieving a mean 
relevancy rating of 3.0 (decisiveness, exercise 3). As a result, the seven 
behaviors with the highest mean relevancy ratings (above 3.0), representing 
each of the five dimensions, made up each of the three 35-item checklists (see 
Appendix C).
For the items included in the final form of the checklists, Table 1 
provides the mean relevance ratings for exercises, dimensions within 
exercises, and dimensions across exercises. A review of this table reveals 
that the behaviors used to measure the dimensions in all exercises were high 
in dimensional relevance.
Phase 2
Subjects. Assessment center ratings were provided by 16 trained 
assessors. Assessment ratings were obtained for 60 candidates who 
participated in a supervisory promotional assessment center which was 
developed specifically for that organization. Participation in the assessment 
center had been contingent upon a candidate*s performance on two written exams 
designed to measure various aspects of a candidate’s job knowledge. The 
written exams disqualified about 40 people.
Assessment center procedure. Candidates were assessed on the five 
dimensions identified to be necessary for effective supervisory performance 
(oral communication, interpersonal insight (sensitivity), problem analysis, 
judgment (situational reasoning ability), and decisiveness).
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Table 1
Mean Dimensional Relevance Ratings for Exercises, 
Dimensions Within Exercises, and Dimensions Across Exercises
For Checklist Scales
Exercises
Dimension 1 2 3 Mean Across 
Exercises
Oral Communication 3.79 3.93 3.96 3.89
Sensitivity 3.93 4.07 4.00 4.00
Judgment 4.21 4.19 4.48 4.29
Problem Analysis 4.44 4.66 4.39 4.49
Decisiveness 4.63 4.39 4.75 4.59
Mean Within 
Exercises 4.20 4.25 4.32
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Each candidate participated in three situational exercises which were 
developed to measure the aforementioned dimensions. While there were other 
tests administered in the promotional assessment procedure, dimensional 
ratings could only be obtained from the situational exercises. All three of 
the exercises involved one-on-one interactions with a trained role-player. 
Two of the exercises involved encounters with an individual from outside of 
the organization, the other involved a simulated interview with a subordinate. 
Each dimension was measured in each exercise.
Although the problems presented to the participants were very different 
in each of the three exercises, the point must be made that all exercises were 
one-on-one interactions and, therefore, they did not represent distinctly 
different types of situations. One could hypothesize that this set of 
circumstances would result in a decrease in the likelihood that an exercise 
(method) effect is found, and/or increase the proportion of variance accounted 
for by dimensions (traits).
The data consisted of the ratings of 16 assessors. For each of the three 
exercises, one assessor observed and prepared a report on the candidate in 
that exercise. At no time did an assessor assess the same candidate in more 
than one exercise.
The process of assessing candidates involved the following sequence of 
events: (1) Assessor observed a candidate and recorded the behaviors
exhibited in an exercise; (2) Once the exercise was completed, the assessor 
immediately responded to the checklist attached to the assessor’s exercise 
report form; (3) Assessor detached the checklist immediately after its 
completion and returned it to the administrator; (4) After returning the
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checklist the assessor completed an assessor report form in which he/she 
transcribed the behaviors from the record of the exercise into the appropriate 
dimensions. Then, based on the behavioral justification at hand, the assessor 
formulated a rating on each of the dimensions using a five-point scale. It 
should be noted that the assessors did not have the checklist while completing 
the more typical report writing and dimension rating processes. For 
administrative reasons, the order of presentation of the checklist and 
assessor report form remained invariant. This introduces a confound because 
the assessor report form ratings could have been influenced by having 
completed the checklist first. One could hypothesize that this order effect 
may have primed the raters by making salient the critical, relevant behaviors. 
The result of such an effect might have been an increase in the similarity of 
the results obtained via the two rating formats which could lead to rejection 
of the hypotheses.
Assessor training. All assessors participated in a two-day assessor 
training program. This program consisted of the following activities: 
orientation to the target position (job analysis information, working 
conditions, etc.); orientation to assessment center procedures; examination of 
the exercises; discussion and definition of the relevant dimensions; 
behavioral example exercise; behavioral classification exercise; discussion of 
rating procedures and types of rater error; direct observation and evaluation 
practice with feedback, using video-taped simulated exercises.
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Results
For ease of presentation, the results are discussed separately for the 
two rating formats. Because single assessors observed and evaluated 
performance for different candidates in each exercise, no measure of 
interrater reliability was available.
Assessor Report Form Ratings
The 15 X 15 correlation matrix (five dimensions measured in each of three 
exercises) resulting from ratings obtained via the assessor report form is 
presented in Appendix D. Inspection of the matrix reveals three conspicuous 
features. First, correlation coefficients in the validity diagonals are all 
positive and most are moderately high. They range from .121 to .583, 
indicating moderate evidence of convergent validity in the ratings. The 
second salient feature is that the largest average intercorrelations are found 
in the monomethod-heterotrait triangles. These correlations range from .299 
to .732, and only five of these 30 correlations are less than .40. This may 
be interpreted to reflect the presence of a substantial method or halo effect. 
Thirdly, comparison of the average within-trait correlations (convergent 
validities) to the average heterotrait-heteromethod correlations reveals that 
there is little difference between the size of the two. This indicates that 
there is very little evidence of discriminant validity as different measures 
of the same dimensions are no more strongly related than different measures of 
different dimensions.
Analysis of Variance. To verify and quantify the above observations 
concerning the relative contribution of the various sources of variance, ANOVA 
was applied to the correlation matrix in Appendix D using the computational
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formulae provided by Kavanagh, Mackinney and Wolins (1971). The computations 
for sums of squares and degrees of freedom are presented in Table 2. Table 3 
provides a summary of the results of the ANOVA, and shows that each source of 
variance is significant (p<.01).
These results confirm what has already been observed from the correlation 
matrix. The significant main effect for persons indicates that assessors were 
in general agreement on the differentiation of candidates, at least on a 
global basis (i.e., evidence of convergent validity). While the person X 
dimension interaction is statistically significant, one must recognize that 
with the large number of degrees of freedom in this application, even trivial 
effects will be statistically significant. The size of the person X method 
interaction effect (as indicated by the variance component) is fully four 
times as great as the discriminant validity effect. This finding provides 
further evidence of a pervasive method or halo effect, and very little support 
for discriminant validity in assessors ratings.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. In an attempt to determine the adequacy with 
which certain hypothesized models can explain the relationships among the 
observed variables, confirmatory factor analysis was applied to the 
correlation matrix in Appendix D, via LISREL VI (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984). 
The assessment center process is predicated on the notion that dimension- 
related performance should account for the majority of variance among 
individuals. For this reason, the first model tested is called the dimension 
model (D) and is comprised of five latent variables (factors) each 
representing one of the measured dimensions.
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Table 2
Computational Equations for ANOVA Analysis 
of a Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix®
Source SS df Variance Component
Person (P)
(Convergent Validity)
Person x Dimension (D)
(Discriminant Validity) Nnm(rwd-rt)
Person x Exercise (M) 
(Method/Halo Effect)
P X D X M 
(Error)
Nnm(rt) N-l (MSp~MSp d m )/nm
(N—1)(n-l) (MSd-MSp d m )/m
Nnm(rwm-rt) (N-l)(m-l) (MSm-MSpDM)/n
Nnm(l-rwd-rwm+rt) (N-l)(n-l)(m-1) (MSp d m )
Note:
N
n
m
rt
rwd
rwm
MSp
MSd
MSm
Total number of persons (candidates); 
number of different dimensions; 
number of different methods (exercises);
Average correlation coefficient in the entire MTMM matrix 
(including coefficients both above and below the diagonal, and 
values of 1.0 in the diagonals);
Average correlation between exercises within traits, computed 
by: (2(sum of validity diagonals)+mn)/ran2 ;
Average correlation between traits within exercises, computed 
by: (2(sum of monomethod-heterotrait triangle coefficients)
+nm)/mn2 ;
Mean-square persons;
Mean-square person by dimension interaction,
Mean-square person by method interaction.
aComputational formulae based on Kavanagh, et al., (1971).
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Table 3
Analysis of Variance of Assessor Report Form MTMM Matrix
Source df
Person (P) 59
P X Dimension (D) 236
P X Method (M) 118
Error 472
Note: VC = variance component
SS MS F VC
377.1 6.39 15.98* .40
137.7 .58 1.45* .06
197.1 1.67 4.18* .25
188.01 .40
*p<.01.
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In the specification of this model, the common dimension elements (i.e., 
monotrait-heter©method) of the LAMBDA X (LX) matrix (factor pattern matrix) 
were allowed to be free to vary so their effects could be estimated in the
analysis. All other elements in the LX matrix were fixed at zero which
restricted the observed variables from loading on any factor other than the 
one they were intended to measure. Further, the PHI matrix (factor 
correlation matrix) was specified to be symmetric and free with values of 1.0 
in the diagonal so that their covariance could be interpreted as a correlation 
matrix. This specification reflected the fact that no assumptions were made 
about the correlations among factors (dimensions). That is, the dimensions 
were allowed to be correlated with each other and the LISREL program was 
specified to estimate the magnitude of these relations. Finally, the off-
diagonal elements of Theta Delta (TD) were fixed at zero reflecting the
constraint that errors in the measurement of different dimensions would be un— 
correlated. Significantly correlated measurement error would have suggested a 
factor other than the dimensions was accounting for systematic variance in the 
ratings. Also, the diagonal elements of TD were left free to vary so that 
random error in measurement of the dimensions could be estimated. An adequate 
fit of this model to the data would indicate that the five dimensions could 
satisfactorily account for the systematic variance in ratings.
The parameter estimates that were generated by the LISREL program for 
model D appear in Table 4. Loadings of the variables on their corresponding 
dimension factors (LAMBDA X) were all statistically significant (p<.01), 
indicating that the dimension factors may be well-defined. However, 
additional LISREL estimates reveal that the LX matrix is not an adequate 
representation of the true factor structure. The PHI matrix was not "positive
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Table 4
LISREL Estimates (Maximum Likelihood): 
Model D, Assessor Report Forms
LAMBDA X (FACTOR PATTERN MATRIX)
Oral Problem
Variables Communication Sensitivity Analysis Judgment Decisiveness
0C1 .752 .0 .0 .0 .0
SI .0 .695 .0 .0 .0
PAl .0 .0 .691 .0 .0
JDl .0 .0 .0 .641 .0
DEC1 ' .0 .0 .0 .0 .683
OC2 .613 .0 .0 .0 .0
S2 .0 .659 .0 .0 .0
PA2 .0 .0 .514 .0 .0
JD2 .0 .0 .0 .601 .0
DEC2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .543
OC3 .582 .0 .0 .0 .0
S3 .0 .757 .0 .0 .0
PA3 .0 .0 .409 .0 .0
JD3 .0 .0 .0 .373 .0
DEC 3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .324
PHI (FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX)
Oral Problem
Communication Sensitivity Analysis Judgment Decisiveness
Oral
Communicat ion 1.00
Sensitivity 1.05 1.00
Problem
Analysis 1.11 1.11 1.00
Judgment 1.09 1.06 1.23 1.00
Decisiveness .92 .76 1.07 1.37 1.00
Total Coefficient of Determination for X - Variables is -8.697.
Note: All factor loadings are significant (p<.01).
OC = oral communication 1 = exercise 1
S = sensitivity 2 = exercise 2
PA = problem analysis 3 = exercise 3
JD = judgment
DEC = decisiveness
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definite”, indicating a high degree of multicollinearity among the factors. 
The estimates in PHI are meant to be interpreted as correlations, yet eight 
of ten off-diagonal elements in PHI are greater than 1.0. Further evidence
against the adequacy of this model (D) is indicated by the negative
coefficient of determination (-8.697). This index, which would normally range 
between zero and one, provides a signal that the model is grossly 
misspecif ied.
The LX estimates do not contradict these other indicators, rather, LX 
indicates that some proportion of the variance is accounted for by the 
dimensions. Because of the apparently high degree of relationship among all 
of the measured variables it is reasonable that the ratings would load on the
factors specified. The remainder of the LISREL estimates indicate, however,
that dimensions are so highly related that they are not really independent 
factors, and their inclusion as such in this model accounts for only a modicum 
of the systematic variance present in the assessors* ratings.
The LISREL program also provides overall measures of the goodness-of-fit 
for a particular model. One is the overall X2 measure and its associated 
degrees of freedom and probability level. X2 values that are large in 
comparison to their associated degrees of freedom indicate a poor fit of the 
model to the data. A second estimate of overall fit is the LISREL goodness- 
of-fit index (GFI), which reflects the relative amount of variances and 
covariances jointly accounted for by the model. Unfortunately, interpretation 
of these indices is somewhat arbitrary as there is no standard of comparison 
for the goodness-of-fit. Bentler and Bonett (1980) introduced a normed fit 
index, DELTA, which is an estimate of the increment in fit provided by a model 
which specifies various factors or relationships when compared with a more
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restricted model (e.g., Null model). That is, one can specify a very 
restrictive (Null) model in which the measured variables are assumed to be 
uncorrelated and all variance is therefore random. DELTA provides an estimate 
of the increment in goodness-of-fit provided by a model that specifies certain 
relationships or factors (e.g., five dimensions). This index of the amount of 
information gained in comparisons of different models can provide important 
practical information about the usefulness of these competing models.
Table 5 provides a summary of the various goodness-of-fit indices for the 
models tested. The very large (in comparison with its respective degrees of 
freedom) and statistically significant X2 is indicative of the ill-fit of 
model D to the data. While model D is obviously not the best solution, both 
the GFI and DELTA support the contention that there is at least some 
systematic variance attributable to dimension factors.
As evidenced by Model D, dimensions alone cannot explain the variance in 
assessors ratings. Previous research suggests that exercises contribute a 
substantial amount of variability in assessment ratings. Consequently, the 
next model tested (Full model) was specified to determine the contribution of 
exercises to the variance in assessors ratings. As with model D, the Full 
model incorporated the five dimensions as factors in the LX matrix, and the 
diagonal elements in PHI were fixed at 1.0 so that the resultant estimates in 
this matrix could be interpreted as correlations among the factors.
If the measures in an assessment center are designed to be sensitive to 
variability in dimension-related performance across exercises, then systematic 
variance introduced by the different exercises represents error in 
measurement. As a consequence, exercise variance can be conceptualized as
Assessment Center Ratings
39
Table 5
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Models Applied to 
Assessor Report-Form Ratings
Model df X2 GFIa DELTAb
Null 95 555.93** .300
D 80 216.81** .635 .61
Full 50 42.86 .918 .92
RF1 59 66.24 .88 .88
EX 87 122.06* .79 c
aGFI = LISREL Goodness-of-Fit Index.
bDELTA = Incremental Fit Index (Bentler and Bonett, 1980).
cThe EX model is not nested within the Null model presented here. 
Therefore, the DELTA estimate was not computed.
**p < .001
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correlated measurement “error" (systematic variance not attributable to 
dimensions) among dimensions measured in the same exercise. Therefore, to 
accommodate the influence of exercise effects, the Full model was specified 
such that the common-method elements (different dimensions measured in the 
same exercise) of the TD matrix were allowed to be free to vary, while the 
heteromethod elements remained fixed at zero. Again, the diagonal elements of 
TD served as an estimate of non-systematic error variance. Accordingly, the 
Full model allowed dimensions and exercises to contribute variance to the 
ratings. An adequate fit of this model to the data would suggest that both 
sources are necessary to adequately explain the variance in assessors ratings.
The parameter estimates for the Full model are provided in Table 6. Once 
again, all of the factor loadings in the LX matrix are significant, and the 
PHI matrix was not positive definite. As before, the observed variables load 
significantly on their respective factors, but the high degree of 
multicollinearity suggests that the factors are not independent. Despite this 
lack of independence among dimensions, the Full model appears to provide an 
excellent fit to the data. The coefficient of determination is large (.949), 
and as can be seen in Table 5, the X2 was non-significant and, in fact, 
smaller than its respective degrees of freedom (X2 (50)=42.86). The LISREL GFI 
(.918) and DELTA (.92) provide further evidence that the Full model is an 
adequate representation of the data. Support for the hypothesis that 
correlated measurement errors introduced by the different exercises 
contributes significantly to the variance in ratings is further supported by 
the fact that 33 of the 45 estimates (732») in the TD matrix were significant 
(p<.01). The parameter estimates taken together with the indices-of-fit
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Table 6
LISREL Estimates (Maximum Likelihood): 
Full model, Assessor Report Forms
LAMBDA X (FACTOR PATTERN MATRIX)
Oral
Variable Communication
Problem
0C1 .660 .0 .0 .0
SI .0 .537 .0 .0
PA1 .0 .0 .657 .0
JD1 .0 .0 .0 .483
DEC1 .0 .0 .0 .0
OC2 .614 .0 .0 .0
S2 .0 .664 .0 .0
PA2 .0 .0 .360 .0
JD2 .0 .0 .0 .624
DEC2 .0 .0 .0 .0
OC3 .688 .0 .0 .0
S3 .0 .884 .0 .0
PA3 .0 .0 .568 .0
JD3 .0 .0 .0 .566
DEC3 .0 .0 .0 .0
PHI (FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX)
Oral Problem
Communication Sensitivity Analysis Judgment
Oral
— — — ----- — ------- -------- --------
Communication 1
oo
Sensitivity .849 1.00
Problem
Analysis .777 .874 1.00
Judgment .740 .836 .845 1.00
Decisiveness .640 .606 .700 .970
Total Coefficient of Determination for X-variables is .949
Judgment Decisiveness
.0
.0
.0
.0
. 655 
.0 
.0 
.0 
.0
.450
.0
.0
.0
.0
.419
Decisiveness
1.00
Note: All factor loadings are significant (p<.01).
OC = oral communication 
S = sensitivity 
PA = problem analysis 
JD = judgment 
DEC = decisiveness
1 = exercise 1
2 = exercise 2
3 = exercise 3
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suggest that adequate representations of that data is not possible without the 
incorporation of variance introduced by the exercises.
A major advantage of confirmatory factor analysis is that the procedure 
allows the efficacy of two competing theoretical models to be statistically 
contrasted when one model is a subset of another (Joreskog, 1969). In this 
case when models are ''nested'*, a comparison of the two nested models can be 
made by taking the difference in their two X2 values and testing this against 
the difference in the degrees of freedom. Table 7 provides the results of the 
possible model comparisons. The very large, and statistically significant X2 
that results from the D-Full comparison reflects the significant contribution 
of method variance. That is, exercises account for a substantial proportion 
of variance in ratings over and above that which is accounted for by 
dimensions.
While the Full model appears to provide a good fit to the data, the high
degree of correlation among the dimensions suggested the possibility that
fewer than five dimensions were actually necessary to explain the variance in 
assessors ratings. Consequently, a series of restricted models were tested by
collapsing across the most highly correlated dimensions. In no case, however,
l
did a restricted model provide a significantly better fit to the data (as 
indicated by the X2 test and fit indices). In fact, the only statistically 
significant difference in model fit was obtained between the Full model and a 
restricted model (RF1) which included only one factor in the LX matrix on 
which all observed variables were forced to load (a general ability factor).
The RF1 model was specified such that LX consisted of one general factor, 
and TD allowed for correlated measurement error due to the influence of
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Table 7
Model Comparisons: Assessor Report Forms
Comparison df X2
D-Full 30 173,95**
RF1-Full 9 23.38*
*p<.01
**p<.001
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exercises (as in the Full model). The small and non-significant X2 for RF1 
(Table 5) suggests that this model, too, is capable of explaining the variance 
in assessors ratings. The goodness-of-fit indices provide additional support 
for the adequacy of RF1. While RF1 represents an acceptable and parsimonious 
explanation of the data, the RFl-Full model comparison (Table 7) indicates 
that the Full model provides a significantly better fit to the data. This 
statistically significant comparison (X2(9)=23.38) implies that variance 
attributable to the individual dimensions is an important source of variance 
in the explanation of assessors ratings.
Finally, a model was tested that is not hierarchically related to those 
previously discussed, but which directly tested the degree to which exercises 
alone could account for the systematic variance in the ratings. This model, 
EX, was specified to include three factors in the LX matrix which corresponded 
to the three exercises. Accordingly, each of the measured variables were 
allowed to load only on that factor representing the exercise in which the 
variable was measured. The PHI matrix was free with the diagonals fixed at 
1.0 so that the correlations among factors could be estimated. Additionally, 
the diagonal elements of TD were free to estimate the random error in 
measurement.
The LISREL parameter estimates for EX are presented in Table 8, and 
again, the indices of fit are found in Table 5. The LX matrix reveals three 
very well-defined factors, with all of the observed variables loading 
significantly on their respective exercise factors. The moderate estimates in 
the PHI matrix suggest that the factors (exercises), while correlated, are 
relatively distinct. For the EX model, however, a large (relative to its
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Table 8
LISREL Estimates (Maximum Likelihood): 
EX Model, Assessor Report Forms
LAMBDA X (FACTOR PATTERN MATRIX) 
Variables Exercise 1 Exercise 2 Exercise 3
0C1 0.833 0.0 0.0
SI 0.766 0.0 0.0
PA1 0.867 0.0 0.0
JD1 0.791 0.0 0.0
DEC1 0.670 0.0 0.0
0C2 0.0 0.702 0.0
S2 0.0 0.729 0.0
PA2 0.0 0.781 0.0
JD2 0.0 0.860 0.0
DEC2 0.0 0.730 0.0
0C3 0.0 0.0 0.741
S3 0.0 0.0 0.876
PA3 0.0 0.0 0.566
JD3 0.0 0.0 0.706
DEC3 0.0 0.0 0.445
PHI (FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX)
Exercise 1 Exercise 2 Exercise 3
Exercise 1 1.000
Exercise 2 .536 1.000
Exercise 3 .600 .603 1.000
Total Coefficient of Determination for X-variables is .974
Note: All factor loadings are significant (p<.01).
OC = oral communication 1 = exercise 1
S = sensitivity 2 = exercise 2
PA = problem analysis 3 = exercise 3
JD = judgment
DEC = decisiveness
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degrees of freedom) and statistically significant X2 was obtained 
(X2 (87)=122.06). This, coupled with a moderate GFI (.79) indicates that the 
EX model is not an optimal representation of the data.
Because the EX and Full models are not nested subsets of one another, no 
direct statistical comparison of the two is possible. All estimates indicate 
that the Full model’s fit is exceptional, and the results for EX are not so 
conclusive. Based on the evidence at hand, therefore, one must conclude that 
a more accurate representation of the data is obtained when one allows for the 
influence of dimensions as well as exercises.
The results provided by the confirmatory factor analysis are entirely 
consistent with the ANOVA of the MTMM. The strong Person effect and Person X 
Exercise interaction, indicated that assessors perceived differences among the 
candidates largely as a function of exercise performance, although a small 
degree of differentiation was attributable to the dimensions. Similarly, that 
model D was totally incapable of capturing the variance in assessors ratings, 
and that the EX model was able to approximate an acceptable fit to the data, 
indicates the predominance of exercises as a source of differentiation among 
candidates. The fact that individual dimensions do account for some variance 
is evidenced by the exceptional fit of the Full model, and the significant 
difference in fit between the Full and RF1 models.
Checklist Ratings
The 15 X 15 correlation matrix resulting from ratings obtained via the 
checklist is presented in Appendix E. Upon inspection, one finds a more 
ambiguous pattern of relationships to exist in the checklist matrix than is 
present in the assessor report form matrix. While some of the correlation 
coefficients in the validity diagonals are moderate, many are quite small and
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a few are even negative. These correlations range from -.166 to .406, 
providing equivocal evidence of convergent validity.
While the relationships among the 15 variables appear to be much smaller 
in the checklist matrix than the relationships demonstrated by the assessors 
report forms, the largest average intercorrelations are still to be found in 
the monomethod-heterotrait triangles. This result provides evidence that the 
checklist was not effective in reducing the proportion of variance accounted 
for by a method or halo effect. Again, little difference appears to exist 
between the monotrait-heteromethod correlations (convergent validities) and 
the average heterotrait-monomethod correlations. This finding presents 
evidence that the checklist demonstrated no more discriminant validity than 
the assessor report form.
The ambiguity in the pattern of relationships among variables and the low 
correlations among the variables in general is more understandable upon 
inspection of the reliabilities of the scales measured in the checklists. 
Table 9 presents Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 for each scale within each 
exercise. Each scale is made up of only seven dichotomous items, and there 
appears to be a general lack of internal consistency. This low level of 
reliability no doubt inhibited the demonstration of relationships among the 
measured variables.
Two factors seem particularly relevant to this problem of low 
reliability. First, analysis of the frequencies of the scale items revealed a 
low level of variability on several items. It appears that many of the 
behaviors represented on the checklists were behaviors that most of the 
candidates exhibited (or failed to exhibit). Accordingly, on two of the 105 
items (from three 35-item checklists) there was no variance. Further, on 34%
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Table 9
Checklist Scale Reliabilities (Kuder-Richardson Formula 20)
Dimension Exercise 1 Exercise 2 Exercise 3
Oral Communication .57 .37 .53*
Sensitivity .45 .62 .56
Problem Analysis .45 .65 .28
Judgment .46 .64 .62
Decisiveness
1
!>•
i i i i i i i i 
•
1 
Oi
 
1 
CO
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
.44*
♦Estimate based on six items due to lack of variance on one item in the scale.
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of the items, only as many as 10% of the candidates (6 people) actually 
differed from the remainder of the group. Table 10 displays the means and 
standard deviations of each scale. These scales could take on values ranging 
from zero to seven. The means and standard deviations suggest not only low 
variability, but also that the checklist scale ratings are not normally
distributed. The majority of the means are fairly high and the standard 
deviations are relatively small, indicating that many of the behaviors 
included in the checklist scales were behaviors that most candidates
performed.
The second factor related to the problem of low reliability has to do 
with the dimensionality of the scales. While each scale consisted of
behaviors identified as highly critical for success, and dimensionally central
(relevant), it may be the case that the dimensions are not unitary constructs. 
For instance, eye-contact and clarity of speech were both considered highly 
critical and relevant to the dimension of oral communication. Yet, why would 
one necessarily expect a high degree of correlation between them? To examine 
the dimensionality of the scales, a common factor analysis of each scale was 
performed using the squared multiple correlation of a given item with all 
other items as the communality estimate, and eigenvalues greater than 1.0 as 
the factor criterion. The results indicated that all of the scales were 
measuring more than one factor. Table 11 provides a summary of the number of 
factors (eigenvalues greater than 1.0) being measured by each scale. 
Interestingly, for 11 of the 15 scales the analysis resulted in a three- 
factor solution. The multidimensionality of the individual scales suggests 
that the assessment center dimensions may represent more global or higher- 
order factors. As a result of these problems with the checklist ratings, it
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Table 10
Checklist Scale Means and Standard Deviations
Scale Mean Standard Deviation
0C1 5.550 1.307
SI 5.350 1.388
PA1 5.400 1.317
JD1 4.833 1.404
DEC1 4.000 2.147
0C2 6.600 .764
S2 5.583 1.418
PA2 3.417 1.670
JD2 4.250 1.800
DEC2 4.917 1.394
OC3 6.300 1.046
S3 5.467 1.396
PA3 3.083 1.139
JD3 4.650 1.764
DEC3 6.050 1.080
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Table 11
Number of Factors Resulting From a Common Factor Analysis 
of the Checklist Scales for Each Exercise
Dimension Exercise 1 Exercise 2 Exercise 3
Oral Communication 2 3 2
Sensitivity 3 3 3
Problem Analysis 3 2 3
Judgment 3 3 3
Decisiveness 2 3 3
Note: For each analysis, N=60 and the number of items =7.
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appears that the checklist doesn’t meet the psychometric requirements to test 
the reduced inference hypothesis. With the aforementioned problems in mind, 
the remainder of the analyses are presented.
Analysis of Variance. The summary of the ANOVA for the checklist matrix is 
presented in Table 12. The results indicate, once again, that there is 
general agreement on the overall rank order of individuals (convergent 
validity), as evidenced by the significant main effect for persons. Contrary 
to the hypothesized result, there is no evidence for discriminant validity as 
the person X dimension interaction is non-significant. Another unexpected 
result is reflected by the fact that the person X method interaction had a 
stronger influence (VC=.24) on the ratings than either of the other two 
important sources of variance. Apparently, even under the constraints imposed
by the checklist, exercises continue to have a substantial influence on
assessors ratings. Thus, ANOVA provides no support for the contention that
reduced inference, as operationalized by the checklist, should increase the
likelihood of demonstrating discriminant validity and cross-situational 
consistency in assessor ratings.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. For the purpose of testing the hypotheses, the 
same models that were applied to the assessor report form ratings were next 
applied to the checklist ratings. The first model tested was again model D, 
specified exactly as it had been for the assessor report form ratings. Table 
13 provides the parameter estimates which indicate an ill-fit of this model to 
the data. The LX matrix demonstrates that one-third of the measured variables 
fail to load significantly on their respective factors (dimensions). In 
addition, a negative coefficient of determination and the large and 
statistically significant X2 (Table 14) further attest to this model’s
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Table 12
Analysis of Variance of Checklist MTMM Matrix
Source df SS MS F VC
Person (P) 59 207 3.51 4.74* .18
P X Dimension (D) 236 177.21 .75 1.01 .003
P X Method (M) 118 167.76 1.42 1.92* .14
Error 472 348.03 .74
Note: VC = variance component
*P<.01.
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Table 13
LISREL Estimates (Maximum Likelihood) : Model D Checklist Ratings
LAMBDA X (FACTOR PATTERN MATRIX)
Oral Problem
Variables Communication Sensitivity Analysis Judgment Decisiveness
0C1 .774* .0 .0 .0 .0
SI .0 .500* .0 .0 .0
PA1 .0 .0 .471* .0 .0
JD1 .0 .0 .0 .682* .0
DEC1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .499*
0C2 -.030 .0 .0 .0 .G
S2 .0 .111 .0 .0 .0
PA2 .0 .0 .378* .0 .0
JD2 .0 .0 .0 .577* .0
DEC2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .468*
0C3 .494* .0 .0 .0 .0
S3 .0 .144 .0 .0 .0
PA3 .0 .0 .192 .0 .0
JD3 .0 .0 .0 .285* .0
DEC3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .016
PHI (FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX)
Oral Problem
Communication Sensitivity Analysis Judgment Decisiveness
Oral
Communication 1.00
Sensitivity .91 1.00
Problem
Analysis .70 1.96 1.00
Judgment .92 .76 1.25 1.00
Decisiveness 1.30 1.23 1.51 1.45 1.00
Total Coefficient of Determination for X-variables is -3.23
Note:
OC = oral communication 
S = sensitivity 
PA = problem analysis 
JD = judgment 
DEC = decisiveness
*p<.01
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Table 14
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Models Applied to Checklist Ratings
Model df X2 GFIa DELTAb
Null 95 299.16* .535
D 80 141.90* .789 .53
aGFI = LISREL Goodness-of-Fit Index.
bDELTA = Incremental Fit Index (Bentler and Bonett, 1980).
*p<.001
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inability to explain the variance in checklist ratings.
When the Full and EX models were applied to the data, the LISREL program 
failed to converge on a solution. In response to the unacceptable nature of 
these models, additional models were tested which reflected the inclusion and 
deletion of various dimension and exercise effects. In no case was a model 
specified and tested that provided even a reasonable fit to the data.
The low degree of variability on the checklist items and the multidi­
mensionality of the individual scales are probably primarily responsible for 
the inability of LISREL to converge on a solution. What is interesting to 
note, however, is that the interpretation of the data would have been somewhat 
different if one had relied on only one of the statistical procedures. The 
confirmatory factor analysis fails to support dimensions, exercises, or any 
combination thereof, as an adequate representation of the data. Conversely, 
the ANOVA leads to the conclusion that although the checklist served to 
suppress the variability in the measurement procedure, the same basic pattern 
of results exists for the checklist ratings as was found 
for the assessor report-form ratings. That is, a significant effect for 
Persons and a significant Person X Method (exercise) interaction provided 
evidence again for the importance of exercises in understanding assessors 
ratings. Without subjecting the data to multiple analytical procedures, these 
inconsistencies would have gone undetected and any conclusions would have been 
largely a function of the analytical procedure used.
Discussion
This study was designed to assess the degree of convergent and 
discriminant validity in assessment center ratings under different levels of 
assessor inferential contribution, as operationalized by the two rating
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formats. The results concerning the assessor report forms are not surprising, 
and the two methods of analysis yielded roughly equivalent results. There is 
support for the presence of convergent validity from the significant effect 
for persons (ANOVA), and the significant factor loadings provided by the 
confirmatory factor analysis of the adequately fitting models (e.g., Full 
model).
While evidence of convergent validity is provided by both analyses, it
should be recognized that the definition of convergent validity is very dif­
ferent in the two procedures. Confirmatory factor analysis allows for a test 
of convergent validity that is based on the values in the validity diagonals 
(equivalent to the Campbell and Fiske definition). In the ANOVA procedure, 
convergent validity is a function of a difference involving the average 
correlation in the entire MTMM matrix. That is, heterotrait-monomethod 
correlations as well as monotrait-heteromethod correlations (validity 
diagonals) are used to compute this effect. Consequently, the two defi­
nitions are not operationalizing convergent validity in the same manner.
As was expected, variance attributable to exercise effects accounted for
a substantial proportion of the variance in the assessor’s ratings. In fact, 
the results (as tested via confirmatory factor analysis) were uninterpretable 
without allowing for correlated method variance. This coupled with the 
magnitude of the Person X Exercise interaction in the ANOVA, suggested a 
tremendous amount of situational specificity in the ratings. These results 
provide support for the conclusions of both Sackett and Dreher (1982) and 
Turnage and Muchinsky (1982).
Contrary to expectations, there was also evidence for a degree of 
discriminant validity in the assessor report form ratings. First, the Person
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X Dimension interaction (ANOVA) was statistically significant, although its 
variance component was quite small. Second, confirmatory factor analysis 
revealed that dimensions had to be incorporated into the model (e.g., Full 
model) in order to adequately explain the differentiation among candidates.
Third, the RFl-Full comparison demonstrated that the individual dimensions 
better represent the data than does one general ability factor. As a result, 
a conclusion that the variance in assessors ratings can be adequately ex­
plained by differences in performance across exercises in untenable.
While the evidence for discriminant validity is statistically significant, one 
can not dispute the fact that this effect is quite small and is obviously 
overwhelmed by the effects of the different exercises. This pattern of
effects has been reported elsewhere, but is particularly noteworthy in this 
study. The present study involved three exercises that would appear to be 
very similar in terms of their demands on the candidate. That is, all three 
were one-on-one interactions of a problem-solving nature. Each allowed the
candidate to study information ahead of time, assume a reasonably familiar 
role (the same role in each exercise), and was relatively brief in duration 
(less than 30 minutes). Though apparently substantially similar, the variance 
due to differences in performance across exercises was overwhelming. In fact, 
it seems reasonable to assume that had the exercises been more varied (e.g., 
in-basket, group discussion, as well as one-on-one simulations), as is usually 
the case, the proportion of variance attributable to different dimensions 
would have been negligible.
Given the pervasive exercise effects, one must question the practical 
utility of these measures (typical assessor report forms). They are evidently 
very sensitive to exercise effects and virtually insensitive to the dimensions
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they are purported to measure. How valid or justifiable can it be to make 
decisions based on overall dimensional ratings obtained in this fashion?
The results regarding the behavioral checklists were much more ambiguous. 
The lack of variability in the ratings rendered the demonstration of much 
convergent or discriminant validity difficult, at best. While the ANOVA 
yielded interpretable results, the failure of the confirmatory factor analysis 
to converge on a meaningful solution limits the confidence one can place in 
such an interpretation. What is clear is that the checklist was not
successful in demonstrating discriminant validity. To the contrary, it 
appears as though the checklist produced a pattern of results not unlike that 
of the assessor report-forms. Although such a conclusion must be tempered by 
the fact that the confirmatory factor analysis fails to provide supportive 
evidence. These results should not be interpreted to suggest that the
recommendations of Epstein (1979) and Mischel and Peake (1982) did not produce 
the desired effect (behavioral stability across situations). Rather, because 
of the lack of variance, and/or low reliability, demonstration of stability 
was impossible.
The lack of variability in various items was likely due to range 
restriction introduced by three sources. First, there was prior selection of 
the candidates which probably resulted in a relatively homogeneous group of 
individuals with respect to the abilities of interest (this source of range 
restriction would affect any rating procedure). Second, the checklist items 
were on a frequency scale in which the frequency decision was reduced to a
yes-no, or present-absent response. Lastly, each scale consisted of only
seven items.
In addition to the sources of range restriction, the low level of
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internal consistency probably contributed to the inability to demonstrate much 
covariance among observed variables. All of the scales were sensitive to 
variance introduced by several factors. This provides evidence that the 
dimensions developed by SME’s, and the dimensions that assessors apparently 
feel comfortable evaluating, are not unitary dimensions. Rather, a variety of 
different types of behavior can be related to the same general dimension. 
This means that it is possible for people to achieve high ratings on a 
particular dimension by exhibiting very different types of behavior. 
Consequently, interpretation of dimension-related information becomes quite 
ambiguous.
Related to the issue of reliability of measurement, several comments must 
be made. First, the discussion to this point has failed to consider the fact 
that most assessment centers include an assessor discussion wherein assessors 
are encouraged to critique the behavioral justification for each assessor’s 
ratings, and come to concensus on overall ratings (across exercises). This 
process of aggregation is likely to increase the reliability of assessment 
center ratings. Second, in developing the checklist, the number of items per 
dimension was held constant. This may not be a very realistic restriction. 
It is likely that certain dimensions may be represented by a wider variety of 
behaviors, and/or that there exists a greater opportunity to exhibit some 
behaviors. One would expect to achieve greater reliability with an increased 
number of behaviors per dimension. Finally, it should be recognized that no 
estimate of interrater reliability was possible, and consequently the variance 
due to individual assessors was not detectable. Future research is needed to 
assess the impact of assessor idiosynchracies in the assessment center 
process.
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Potentially, one could have imposed a different set of limitations on the 
checklist items which would have made increased variability more likely. It 
would have been possible to include in the scales only those items (behaviors) 
which maximally differentiated between successful and unsuccessful performers. 
It is argued, however, that this greater variability would have been obtained 
at the expense of construct validity. That is, highly critical behaviors 
would have been removed from the scales if they did not differentiate 
maximally. Consequently, some percentage of persons could ’’pass” the test and 
remain unable to perform a significant aspect of the job successfully. These 
instances of unsuccessful performance could exact great costs from the 
organization, its members, or the ill-equipped employees themselves.
While variability is generally regarded as a necessary requirement in 
order for a test to have some utility, not all testing procedures need to 
demonstrate variability in order to be valid. A test developed to be a 
content valid representation of an individual’s mastery of an objective (e.g., 
job performance) constitutes a criterion-referenced measure (Cascio, 1982) 
whose validity is established independent of the variability of examinees* 
performance. The definition of mastery is determined by some established 
standard of performance and, therefore, the variability of candidates is 
irrelevant to the question of the validity of the test.
Niedig and Niedig (1984) appear to be using an argument similar to this 
when they disregard Sackett and Dreher’s (1982) contention that assessor 
ratings should show convergent and discriminant validity (the estimation of 
which typically depends on measures of variability). Their position seems 
justifiable if one could demonstrate that assessors evaluations were a 
function of a prescribed set of behaviors, with established relations to a
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particular dimension and/or overall job performance. Unfortunately, for most 
assessment centers this is not the case. Typically it is up to the assessor 
to determine the relevance of particular behaviors. Further, the assessor 
must determine into which dimension a particular behavior falls. That the 
behavioral domain of typical assessment dimensions is ill-defined (or 
undefined) has been suggested by other authors, and is evidenced herein by the 
multidimensionality of the individual checklist scales. Further, levels of 
dimension-related mastery are frequently not defined and the implicit, if not 
explicit, assumption is that "more is better". This assumption cannot be 
justified on the basis of content validity.
Because so many factors are left to the discretion of the assessor 
(especially prior to the assessor discussion) in the typical assessment 
center, it would appear that the level of inference required renders content 
validity insufficient as justification of the assessment center process. As a 
consequence, users will be forced to look elsewhere for evidence of validity 
until they can demonstrate that the rating procedure, as well as the exercises 
are representative of the content domain.
The checklist methodology employed in this study comes much closer to 
meeting the requirements of content validity than typical assessment 
procedures. The checklist forced assessors to evaluate a prescribed set of 
job—related behaviors and it attempted to constrain the ratings to the same 
behaviors for all assessors. The checklist eliminated the need for assessors 
to aggregate across different behaviors to formulate dimensional ratings and 
it obviated the need for assessors to determine the dimensionality of 
different behaviors. The reduced inferential contribution and the focus on 
specific behaviors with known dimension/job-performance relationships appear
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to be advantages of the checklist methodology which renders it more appro­
priate for content validation strategies.
While the results obtained in this study concerning the checklist ratings 
fail to support the hypothesis regarding the effects of reduced inference, 
perhaps through the addition of items to ensure representativeness, and the 
refinement of the dimensions, sufficient variability could be established to 
demonstrate construct validity via measures of variability. However, given 
adequate representativeness, the absence of such variability would not 
necessarily indicate that the measure wasn’t construct valid. The advantages 
of the checklist methodology seem sufficient to warrant further investigation.
It should be recognized that the results of this study (especially 
concerning the assessor report-forms) are limited in their generalizability to 
assessment centers using similar interactive exercises after which assessors 
provide individual dimensional ratings. However, similarity between the 
results presented here and those reported in the literature would suggest 
that the report-form results are generalizable to a variety of assessment 
procedures. Regarding the behavioral checklist, any conclusions drawn from 
the results of the ANOVA or confirmatory factor analysis are limited by the 
psychometric qualities of the scales (i.e., low variability and reliability).
The evidence to date suggests that the typical assessment dimension does 
not represent a stable (across-situations), unitary construct. One must 
question why users of assessment centers continue to rely on dimensions that 
are defined as though they were stable constructs, when the data suggests the 
definitions may change with the situation. What practical utility is there in 
averaging across divergent estimates of these dimensions? What level of 
ability does the candidate truly possess? Given this set of circumstances,
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the recommendations of Sackett and Dreher (1984) seem particularly fruitful 
for future research. The authors suggest that assessment centers be designed 
to evaluate effectiveness in a variety of different exercises each 
representing important managerial roles. Consequently, the evaluation 
process would focus on roles or exercises as opposed to dimensions.
The majority of the relevant empirical evidence suggests that assessors 
would probably be very successful in providing reliable and valid estimates of 
role or exercise performance. In addition, it seems quite likely that 
evaluations based on exercise performance could more easily be justified on 
the basis of content validity than ratings based on typical assessment 
dimensions. It must be recognized, however, that a shift in focus to the 
measurement of exercises would not be without its own difficulties. One 
potential problem with this solution would be in the demonstration of adequate 
domain sampling. It seems that for many managerial positions, a rather large 
number of exercises may be necessary to adequately sample the various 
important managerial roles.
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APPENDIX A
EXERCISE 1
Interview Simulation 
Original List of Critical Behaviors Generated by SMEs
Established eye contact when meeting Berins 
Shook hands with Berins upon meeting 
Wished Berins good morning (afternoon)
Recognizes Berins* previous accomplishments (commendation, etc.) 
Relates I.O.D. to commendation
Frequently interrupted Berins during the exercise 
Asks for Berins* side of the story on performance issues 
(performance decline, reprimands, etc.)
Inquires into how problems at home may be affecting work performance
Recognizes performance decline
Maintains eye contact when speaking to Berins
Recognizes increase in sick leave
States that the subordinate is performing at an unacceptable level 
States that failure to improve will result in serious consequences 
Refers to Berins by his first name
Candidate spoke in a clear manner (i.e., loud enough)
Sympathized with Berins over separation from wife 
Maintains eye contact with listening to Berins 
Relates sporadic use of annual leave to dissatisfaction or 
disinterest in the job 
Indicates that the level of sick leave is unacceptable 
Sympathizes with Berins concerning trouble financially (i.e., hard 
to make ends meet when on your own, etc.)
Relates performance problem to separation from wife 
Candidate spoke at an understandable rate (i.e., not too quickly 
or slowly)
Recognized that his role in this simulation is to motivate Berins 
to improve 
Recommends EAP or other counseling
Establishes what Berins’ performance ratings will be (i.e., completes 
the performance appraisal form or indicates to Berins exactly what 
the ratings will be)
Stresses the fact that Berins really was a superior firefighter 
Recognizes that Berins may be losing interest (e.g., didn’t take 
Captain’s test; hasn’t attended training or college lately, etc.) 
Frequently used hand gestures to make various points 
Recognizes that the financial problems are serious (i.e., fighting 
over money at work; garnishment, etc.)
Recommends Berins get involved again (e.g., study for next Captain’s 
test; attend training and/or college again, etc.)
Acknowledges that the family pressures are understandable 
Candidate made frequent grammatical errors
Regardless of the arguments raised by Berins, candidate maintained 
that performance was unacceptable
Interview Simulation, Continued
Recognizes that decline in training and college attendance may be 
related to decline in job knowledge (performance appraisal)
Relates financial problems to gambling
Frequently used "ah" or "urn" in sentences while seemingly searching 
for something to say 
Candidate’s hands were frequently over his face or mouth while 
speaking
Provides specific performance objectives (decreased sick leave, no 
tardiness, no personal use of phone, etc.)
Candidate fidgeted with pen and/or papers frequently during exercise 
Stressed that he wants Berins to once again be a productive 
firefighter
Sets up a subsequent meeting between himself and Berins 
Sympathizes with Berins regarding past Captain’s tests 
Sympathizes with Berins regarding back injury
Indicates his willingness to work with Berins to help him solve his 
performance problems 
States that an increase in performance is expected 
Establishes eye contact while concluding the meeting 
Shook Berins’ hand at conclusion of meeting
Referred to Berins by his name at the conclusion of the meeting
EXERCISE 2
Citizen Inquiry 
Original List of Critical Behaviors Generated by SMEs
Established eye contact when meeting the citizen 
Shook hands with citizen upon meeting 
Introduced himself upon meeting the citizen
Establishes and maintains a position on the appropriateness or 
inappropriateness of the rise-thermal heat detector 
(If candidate indicates that rise-thermal is inappropriate)
Explains why rise-thermal is inappropriate 
Recognizes that the rise-thermal is inappropriate for home use 
Referred to citizen by his/her name
Sympathizes with citizen concerning spouse in wheelchair 
Recognizes that "smoke gard" is most appropriate type of detector 
Indicates that additional smoke detectors are advisable
Candidate could be heard clearly at all times (i.e., spoke loudly enough) 
Recognized that method must be derived to insure that the spouse in the 
wheelchair has alternatives for escape 
Sympathizes with Brown concerning the loss of relatives due to fire 
Indicates that children will need to know alternatives for escape 
Suggests that an escape plan should be developed (general/non-specific) 
Devises an escape plan for the Brown family 
Maintains eye contact when speaking to Brown 
Suggests a specific method to insure spouse gets out safely 
(e.g., ramp, etc.)
Inquires into specific physical capabilities of spouse (i.e., concerning 
his/her ability to help save themselves)
(If candidate suggests escape plan) Emphasizes need for practice 
Recognizes that children will need to know method of escape 
Inquires into ability of children to reach and/or operate windows 
(for escape)
Suggests specific method to insure children get out safely (training, 
practice, etc.)
Suggests specific placement of smoke detector(s)
Inquires into type of windows (size, method of operation, distance from 
ground, etc.)
Candidate spoke at an understandable rate (i.e., not too fast or too 
slowly)
Candidate frequently used hand gestures to stress points 
Candidate stressed the need for the use of smoke detectors 
Candidate stressed the need for additional fire safety habits (keep trash 
outside; wood stove clean; etc.)
Suggests that smoke detectors be placed between sleeping and living areas 
Candidate made frequent grammatical errors
Candidate repeatedly used "ah" or "uh" in his sentences while seemingly 
searching for something to say 
Stressed safety factors to be used during fire (e.g., touch door before 
opening; stay low; etc.)
Citizen Inquiry, continued
- Inquires about other safety hazards (e.g., wood stove; space heaters;
wiring; etc.)
- Suggests testing the detection devices periodically (regularly)
- Candidate’s hands were frequently over his face or mouth while he was
speaking
- Candidate maintained eye contact while Brown spoke
- Offered additional future assistance if needed
- Inquires into other fire safety devices that the citizen may own
(e.g., extinguishers, etc.)
- Candidate fidgeted with pen or papers while he conducted the exercise
- Explained that the detectors should not be placed near walls, in corners,
or between beams on a beamed ceiling
- Established eye contact at the conclusion of the meeting
- Referred to Brown by name at the conclusion of the meeting
f
EXERCISE 3
Inspection Complaint 
Original List of Critical Behaviors Generated by SMEs
Indicates that the code is applied uniformly to all businesses 
Maintains his position regarding whether the fixed extinguishing system 
is required
Establishes eye contact upon meeting Mr. Peters
Recognizes the specific reasons for requiring a fixed extinguishing 
system
Determines that reinspection is warranted 
Shakes hands with Peters upon first meeting him 
Introduces himself to Peters
Explains, in detail, the reasons for requiring an additional extinguisher 
Recognizes that changing the direction of the swing of the door may not 
be required (because of size and occupancy)
Determines the maximum capacity of the bar (42)
Stresses that Mr. Peters must comply with the code
Maintains his position on the need for a door at the top of the basement 
stairs
Candidate could be heard clearly at all times (i.e., spoke loudly enough)
Maintained eye contact when speaking to Peters
Referred to Mr. Peters by his name during the exercise
Sympathizes with Mr. Peters’ concern over the expense
Recognizes specific reasons behind need for the extra exit
Inquires into what is stored in the basement
Provides detailed explanation for requiring the fixed extinguishing 
system
Offers to come out and reinspect
Stresses safety concerns (i.e., these precautions are taken to insure the 
safety of all)
Maintains his position concerning the requirement of an extra 
extinguisher
Establishes and maintains his position on the appropriateness or 
inappropriateness of the soda-acid extinguisher 
Candidate spoke at an understandable rate (i.e., not too fast; not too 
slow
Realizea that soda-acid extinguisher should not be on the floor next to 
the grill
Provides detailed explanation for requiring an extra exit 
Recognizes that the soda-acid extinguisher is inappropriate 
Maintains his position regarding whether the swing of the door needs to 
be changed
Establishes a position on whether the new exit is required 
Used hand gestures to stress points
Provided detailed explanation for requiring the swing of the door to be 
changed
(If candidate recognizes that the soda-acid extinguisher is inappro­
priate) Explains in detail why the soda-acid extinguisher is inappro­
priate
Recognizes the specific reasons for requiring a basement door
Inspection Complaint, continued
Explains in detail the reasons for requiring a basement door 
Indicates that there can be some flexibility in the compliance date 
Recognizes that a new exit may not be required (because of size and 
occupancy)
Inquires into accuracy of floor plan (i.e., when was the floor plan drawn 
and have there been any changes since then)
Offers to extend the compliance date only if the candidate can furnish 
proof that the changes are scheduled to be made (i.e., signed 
contracts, etc.)
Made frequent grammatical errors
Used statements like ”uh” or "ah" repeatedly while seeming to search for 
something to say
Candidate’s hands were frequently in front of his face or mouth while he 
was speaking
Candidate fidgeted with pen or papers frequently during the exercise 
Candidate maintained eye contact while citizen was speaking 
Candidate stressed the need to work together (e.g., we’ll help you, but 
you must comply with code)
Sympathized with Mr. Peters’ inability to understand the need for the 
changes that are required 
Offers to meet again in the future (not just to inspect) if Mr. Peters
ever has a question or problem 
Established eye contact while concluding the meeting 
Shook Mr. Peters* hand upon conclusion of the meeting
Referred to Mr. Peters by his name at the conclusion of the meeting
APPENDIX B
EXERCISE 1
Interview Simulation 
Mean Item Dimensional Relevance
Checklist
Item
Number
1
6
11
16
21
26
31
2
7
12
17
22
27
32
8
Behavioral Statement
Candidate spoke in a clear 
manner (i.e., loud enough) 
Candidate spoke at an under­
standable rate (i.e., not too 
quickly or slowly)
Frequently used hand gestures 
to make various points 
Candidate made frequent gram­
matical errors 
Frequently used "ah" or "um" 
in sentences while seemingly 
searching for something to say 
Candidate’s hands were fre­
quently over his face or mouth 
while speaking 
Candidate fidgeted with pen 
and/or papers frequently during 
exercise
Frequently interrupted Berins 
during the exercise 
Established eye contact when 
meeting Berins 
Referred to Berins by his 
first name
Sympathized with Berins over 
separation from wife 
Stressed the fact that Berins 
really was a superior fire­
fighter
Acknowledged that the family 
pressures are understandable 
Sympathized with Berins re­
garding past Captain’s tests
Recognized Berins* previous 
accomplishments (commendation, 
etc.)
Asked for Berins* side of the 
story on performance issues 
(performance decline, repri­
mands, etc.)
Dimension 
Oral Communication 
Oral Communication
Oral Communication 
Oral Communication 
Oral Communication
Oral Communication
Oral Communication
Sensitivity
Sensitivity
Sensitivity
Sensitivity
Sensitivity
Sensitivity
Sensitivity
Judgment
Judgment
Mean Item
Relevance
Rating
4.5
4.25
3.0
4.0
4.0
3.5
3.25
4.5
3.0
3.0
4.0 
4.67
4.25
4.25
4.0
5.0
interview Simulation, continued.
Checklist
Item
Number
13 
18
23
28
33
4
9
14
19
24
29
34
5 
10
Behavioral Statement
Indicated that the level of 
sick leave is unacceptable 
Recommended EAP or other 
counseling
Recommended Berins get in­
volved again (e.g., study for 
next Captain’s test; attend 
training and/or college again, 
etc.)
Set up a subsequent meeting 
between himself and Berins 
Indicated his willingness to 
work with Berins to help him 
solve his performance problems
Inquired into how problems at 
home may be affecting work 
performance
Recognized performance decline 
Recognized increase in sick 
leave
Related performance problem to 
separation from wife 
Recognized that his role in 
this simulation is to motivate 
Berins to improve 
Recognized that Berins may be 
losing interest (e.g., didn’t 
take Captain’s test; hasn’t 
attended training or college 
lately; etc.)
Recognized that the financial 
problems are serious (i.e., 
fighting over money at work; 
garnishment, etc.)
Stated that the subordinate 
is performing at an unaccept­
able level
States that failure to improve 
will result in serious conse­
quences
Mean Item 
Relevance
Dimension Rating
Judgment 3.67
Judgment 4.75
Judgment 4.0
Judgment 4.0
Judgment 4.0
Problem Analysis 4.5
Prob1em Analys is 4.5
Problem Analysis 4.25
Problem Analysis 4.25
Problem Analysis 5.0
Problem Analysis 4.5
Problem Analysis 4.25
Decisiveness 5.0
Decisiveness 4.5
Interview Simulation, continued.
Checklist
Item
Number
15
20
25
30
35
Mean Item 
Relevance
Behavioral Statement Dimension Rating
Established what Berins* per­
formance rating will be (i.e., 
completed the performance ap­
praisal form or indicated to 
Berins exactly what the ratings 
will be)
Regardless of the arguments 
raised by Berins, candidate 
maintained that performance 
was unacceptable 
Provided specific performance 
objectives (decreased sick 
leave, no tardiness, no per­
sonal use of phone, etc.) 
Stressed that he wants Berins 
to once again be a productive 
firefighter
States that an increase in 
performance is expected
Decis iveness 5.0
Decis iveness 5«0
Decisiveness 4.75
Decisiveness 4.33
Decisiveness 4.75
EXERCISE 2
Checklist
Item
Number
1
8
13
18
23
28
33
2
9
14 
19
24 
29
34
Citizen Inquiry 
Mean Item Dimensional Relevance
Mean Item
Relevance
Behavioral Statement Dimension Rating
Candidate could be heard clearly Oral Communication 4.25
at all times (i.e., spoke loudly
enough)
Maintained eye contact when speak- Oral Communication 3.75
ing to Brown
Candidate spoke at an understand­
able rate (i.e., not too fast or 
too slowly)
Candidate made frequent grammati­
cal errors
Candidate repeatedly used "ah” or 
"uh” in his sentences while seem­
ingly searching for something to 
say
Candidate's hands were frequently 
over his face or mouth while he 
was speaking
Candidate fidgeted with pen or 
papers while he conducted the 
exercise
Shook hands with citizen upon 
meeting
Introduced himself upon meeting 
the citizen
Sympathized with citizen con­
cerning spouse in wheelchair 
Sympathized with Brown concern­
ing the loss of relatives due 
to fire
Established eye contact when 
meeting Brown
Candidate referred to citizen 
by name
Offered additional future 
assistance if needed
Oral Communication 4.25
Oral Communication 4.5
Oral Communication 4.0
Oral Communication 3.75
Oral Communication 3.0
Sensitivity 3.5
Sensitivity 4.0
Sensitivity 4.5
Sensitivity 5.0
Sensitivity 4.25
Sensitivity 3.25
Sensitivity 4.0
Citizen Inquiry, continued.
Checklist
Item
Number
3
10
15
20
25
30
35
4
6
11
16
21
26
31
Behavioral Statement
Indicated that children will need 
to know alternatives for escape 
(If candidate suggested escape 
plan) Emphasized need for 
practice
Candidate stressed the need for 
additional fire safety habits 
(keep trash outside; wood stove 
clean; etc.)
Suggested that an escape plan 
should be developed (general/ 
non-specific)
Stressed safety factors to be 
used during fire (e.g., touch 
door before opening; stay low; 
etc.)
Suggested testing the detection 
devices periodically (regularly) 
Explained that the detectors 
should not be placed near walls, 
in corners, or between beans on 
a beamed ceiling
Recognized that the rise—thermal 
is inappropriate for home use 
Indicated that additional smoke 
detectors are advisable 
Recognized that method must be 
derived to insure that the spouse 
in the wheelchair has alternatives 
for escape
Inquired into specific physical 
capabilities of spouse (i.e., con­
cerning his/her ability to help 
save themselves)
Recognized that children will need 
to know method of escape 
Inquired into ability of children 
to reach and/or operate windows 
(for escape)
Inquired into type of windows 
(size, method of operation, dis­
tance from ground, etc.)
Dimension
Judgment
Judgment
Judgment
Judgment
Judgment
Judgment
Judgment
Problem Analysis 
Problem Analysis 
Problem Analysis
Problem Analysis
Problem Analysis 
Problem Analysis
Problem Analysis
Mean Item
Relevance
Rating
4.5
4.25
4.33
3.5
4.5
4.25 
4.0
4.75 
4.67
4.75
4.75
4.33
4.75
4.5
Citizen Inquiry, continued.
Checklist
Item
Number
7
12
17
22
27
32
Behavioral Statement
Established and maintained a posi­
tion on the appropriateness or 
inappropriateness of the rise- 
thermal heat detector 
Devised an escape plan for the 
Brown family
Suggested a specific method to 
insure spouse gets out safely 
(e.g., ramp, etc.)
Suggested specific method to 
insure children get out safely 
(training/practice, etc.) 
Suggested specific placement of 
smoke detector(s)
Candidate stressed the need for 
the use of smoke detectors 
Suggested that smoke detectors 
be placed between sleeping and 
living areas
Dimension
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Mean Item
Relevance
Rating
4.5
5.0
5.0
4.75
4.67
3.33
3.33
EXERCISE 3
Checklist
Item
Number
4 
8
13 
18
22
26
31
1
5 
9
14 
23 
27
32
2
6 
10
Inspection Complaint 
Mean Item Dimensional Relevance
Behavioral Statement
Candidate could be heard clearly 
at all times (i.e., spoke loudly 
enough)
Candidate spoke at an understand­
able rate (i.e., not too fast; 
not too slow)
Made frequent grammatical errors 
Used statements like "uh" or "ah" 
repeatedly while seeming to 
search for something to say 
Candidate's hands were frequently 
in front of his face or mouth 
while he was speaking 
Candidate fidgeted with pen or 
papers frequently during exercise 
Candidate maintained eye contact 
while citizen was speaking
Shook hands with Peters upon first 
meeting him
Introduced himself to Peters 
Referred to Mr. Peters by his name 
during the exercise 
Sympathized with Mr. Peters* con­
cern over the expense 
Explained in detail the reasons 
for requiring a basement door 
Candidate stressed the need to 
work together (e.g., we'll help you 
but you must comply with code) 
Sympathized with Mr. Peters' 
inability to understand the need 
for the changes that are required
Explained, in detail, the reasons 
for requiring an additional 
extinguisher
Provided detailed explanation for 
requiring the fixed extinguishing 
system
Offered to come out and reinspect
Dimension
Oral Communication
Mean Item
Relevance
Rating
4.5 
4.0Oral Communication
Oral Communication 4.5
Oral Communication 4.25
Oral Communication 3.75
Oral Communication 3.25
Oral Communication 3.5
Sensitivity 3.5
Sensitivity 4.0
Sensitivity 3.25
Sensitivity 4.25
Sensitivity 4.33
Sensitivity 4.67
Sensitivity 4.25
Judgment 4.67
Judgment 4.33
Judgment 5.0
Inspection Complaint, continued
Checklist
Item
Number
15
19 
28
33
7
11
16
20
24
29
34
3
12
17
Behavioral Statement
Stressed safety concerns (i.e., 
these precautions are taken to 
insure the safety of all)
Provided detailed explanation 
for requiring an extra exit 
Offered to extend the compliance 
date only if the candidate can 
furnish proof that the changes 
are scheduled to be made (i.e., 
signed contracts, etc.)
Offered to meet again in the 
future (not just to reinspect) if 
Mr. Peters ever has a question or 
problem
Recognized that changing the 
direction of the swing of the door 
may not be required (because of 
size and occupancy)
Recognized specific reasons behind 
need for the extra exit 
Inquired into what is stored in 
the basement
Realized that soda-acid extingui­
sher should not be on the floor 
next to the grill 
Recognized the specific reasons 
for requiring a basement door 
Recognized that a new exit may be 
required (because of size and 
occupancy)
Inquired into accuracy of floor 
plan (i.e., when was the floor 
plan drawn and have there been any 
changes since then)
Maintained his position regarding 
whether the fixed extinguishing 
system is required 
Stressed that Mr. Peters must 
comply with the code 
Maintained his position on the 
need for a door at the top of the 
basement stairs
Mean Item 
Relevance
Dimension Rating
Judgment 4.5
Judgment 4.33
Judgment 4.25
Judgment 4.25
Problem Analysis 4.25
Problem Analysis 4.5
Problem Analysis 4.5
Problem Analysis 4.25
Problem Analysis 4.0
Problem Analysis 4.75
Problem Analysis 4.5
Decisiveness 5.0
Decisiveness 4.5
Decisiveness 4.75
Inspection Complaint, continued
Checklist
Item
Number Behavioral Statement Dimension
21
25
30
35
Maintained his position concerning 
the requirement of an extra 
extinguisher
Established and maintained his 
position on the appropriateness 
or inappropriateness of the soda- 
acid extinguisher 
Maintained his position regarding 
whether the swing of the door needs 
to be changed
Established a position on whether 
the new exit is required
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Decisiveness
Mean Item
Relevance
Rating
5.0
4.75
4.5
4.75
APPENDIX C
EXERCISE 1
INTERVIEW SIMULATION REVIEW CHECKLIST
Candidate Assessor
Indicate whether each of the following behaviors was observed in this exercise 
by circling either yes or no for the statement.
1. Candidate spoke in a clear manner (i.e., loud enough. Yes No
2. Frequently interrupted Berins during the exercise. Yes No
3. Recognized Berins* previous accomplishments (commendation,
etc.). Yes No
4. Inquired into how problems at home may be affecting work
performance. Yes No.
5. Stated that the subordinate is performing at an unacceptable
level. Yes No
6. Candidate spoke at an understandable rate (i.e., not too
quickly or slowly). Yes No
7. Established eye contact when meeting Berins. Yes No
8. Asked for Berins’ side of the story on performance issues
(performance decline, reprimands, etc.). Yes No
9. Recognized performance decline. Yes No
10. States that failure to improve will result in serious
consequences. Yes No
11. Frequently used hand gestures to make various points. Yes No
12. Referred to Berins by his first name. Yes No
13. Indicated that the level of sick leave is unacceptable. Yes No
14. Recognized increase in sick leave. Yes No
15. Established what Berins* performance rating will be (i.e.,
completed the performance appraisal form or indicated
to Berins exactly what the ratings will be). Yes No
16. Candidate made frequent grammatical errors. Yes No
17. Sympathized with Berins over separation from wife. Yes No
18. Recommended EAP or other counseling. Yes No
19. Related performance problem to separation from wife. Yes No
20. Regardless of the arguments raised by Berins, candidate
maintained that performance was unacceptable. Yes No
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
Interview Simulation Review Checklist, continued.
Frequently used ”ahM or "um" in sentences while seemingly 
searching for something to say. Yes No
Stressed the fact that Berins really was a superior 
firefighter. Yes No
Recommended Berins get involved again (e.g., study for next 
Captain’s test; attend training and/or college again, etc.). Yes No
Recognized that his role in this simulation is to motivate 
Berins to improve. Yes No
Provided specific performance objectives (decreased sick 
leave, no tardiness, no personal use of phone, etc.). Yes No
Candidate’s hands were frequently over his face or mouth 
while speaking. Yes No
Acknowledged that the family pressures are understandable. Yes No
Set up a subsequent meeting between himself and Berins. Yes No
Recognized that Berins may be losing interest (e.g., didn’t 
take Captain’s test; hasn’t attended training or college 
lately; etc.). Yes No
Stressed that he wants Berins to once again be a productive 
firefighter. Yes No
Candidate fidgeted with pen and/or papers frequently during 
exercise. Yes No
Sympathized with Berins regarding past Captain’s tests. Yes No
Indicated his willingness to work with Berins to help him 
solve his performance problems. Yes No
Recognized that the financial problems are serious (i.e., 
fighting over money at work; garnishment, etc.). Yes No
States that an increase in performance is expected. Yes No
EXERCISE 2
CITIZEN INQUIRY REVIEW CHECKLIST
Candidate Assessor
Indicate whether each of the following behaviors was observed in this exercise 
by circling either yes or no for the statement.
1. Candidate could be heard clearly at all times (i.e., spoke
loudly enough). Yes No
2. Shook hands with citizen upon meeting. Yes No
3. Indicated that children will need to know alternatives
for escape. Yes No
4. Recognized that the rise-thermal is inappropriate for
home use. Yes No
5. Established and maintained a position on the appropriateness
or inappropriateness of the rise-thermal heat detector. Yes No
6. Indicated that additional smoke detectors are advisable. Yes No
7. Devised an escape plan for the Brown family. Yes No
8. Maintained eye contact when speaking to Brown. Yes No
9. Introduced himself upon meeting the citizen. Yes No
10. (If candidate suggested escape plan) Emphasized need for
practice. Yes No
11. Recognized that method must be derived to insure that the
spouse in the wheelchair has alternatives for escape. Yes No
12. Suggested a specific method to insure spouse gets out safely
(e.g., ramp, etc.). Yes No
13. Candidate spoke at an understandable rate (i.e., not too fast
or too slowly). Yes No
14. Sympathized with citizen concerning spouse in wheelchair. Yes No
15. Candidate stressed the need for additional fire safety habits
(keep trash outside; wood stove clean; etc.). Yes No
16. Inquired into specific physical capabilities of spouse (i.e.,
concerning his/her ability to help save themselves). Yes No
17. Suggested specific method to insure kids get out safely
(training/practice, etc.). Yes No
18. Candidate made frequent grammatical errors. Yes No
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
Citizen Inquiry Review Checklist, continued
Sympathized with Brown concerning the loss of relatives 
due to fire. Yes No
Suggested that an escape plan should be developed (general/ 
non-specific). Yes No
Recognized that children will need to know method of escape. Yes No
Suggested specific placement of smoke detector(s). Yes No
Candidate repeatedly used "ah" or "uh" in his sentences while 
seemingly searching for something to say. Yes No
Established eye contact when meeting Brown. Yes No
Stressed safety factors to be used during fire (e.g., touch 
door before opening; stay low; etc.). Yes No
Inquired into ability of children to reach and/or operate 
windows (for escape). Yes No
Candidate stressed the need for the use of smoke detectors. Yes No
Candidate’s hands were frequently over his face or mouth 
while he was speaking. Yes No
Candidate referred to citizen by name. Yes No
Suggested testing the detection devices periodically 
(regularly). Yes No
Inquired into type of windows (size, method of operation, 
distance from ground, etc.). Yes No
Suggested that smoke detectors be placed between sleeping 
and living areas. Yes No
Candidate fidgeted with pen or papers while he conducted 
the exercise. Yes No
Offered additional future assistance if needed. Yes No
Explained that the detectors should not be placed near walls,
in corners, or between beams on a beamed ceiling. Yes No
EXERCISE 3
INSPECTION COMPLAINT REVIEW CHECKLIST
Candidate Assessor
Indicate whether each of the following behaviors was observed in this exercise 
by circling either yes or no for the statement.
1. Shook hands with Peters upon first meeting him. Yes No
2. Explained, in detail, the reasons for requiring an
additional extinguisher. Yes No
3. Maintained his position regarding whether the fixed
extinguishing system is required or not. Yes No
4. Candidate could be heard clearly at all times (i.e.
spoke loudly enough). Yes No
5. Introduced himself to Peters. Yes No
6. Provided detailed explanation for requiring the fixed
extinguishing system. Yes No
7. Recognized that changing the direction of the swing of the
door may not be required (because of size and occupancy). Yes No
8. Candidate spoke at an understandable rate (i.e. not too
fast; not too slow). Yes No
9. Referred to Mr. Peters by his name during the exercise. Yes No
10. Offered to come out and reinspect. Yes No
}
11. Recognized specific reasons behind need for the extra exit. Yes No
12. Stressed that Mr. Peters must comply with the code. Yes No
13. Made frequent grammatical errors. Yes No
14. Sympathized with Mr. Peters’ concern over the expense. Yes No
15. Stressed safety concerns (i.e. these precautions are taken
to insure the safety of all). Yes No
16. Inquired into what is stored in the basement. Yes No
17. Maintained his position on the need for a door at the top
of the basement stairs. Yes No
18. Used statements like "uh" or "ah” repeatedly while seeming
to search for something to say. Yes No
19. Provided detailed explanation for requiring an extra exit. Yes No
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
Inspection Complaint Review Checklist, continued.
Realized that soda-acid extinguisher should not be on the
floor next to the grill. Yes No
Maintained his position concerning the requirement of an
extra extinguisher. Yes No
Candidate's hands were frequently in'front of his face or
mouth while he was speaking. Yes No
Explained in detail the reasons for requiring a basement
door. Yes No
Recognized the specific reasons for requiring a basement
door. Yes No
Established and maintained his position on the appropriate­
ness or inappropriateness of the soda-acid extinguisher. Yes No
Candidate fidgeted with pen or papers frequently during the
exercise. Yes No
Candidate stressed the need to work together (e.g. we'll
help you, but you must comply with code). Yes No
Offered to extend the compliance date only if the candidate 
can furnish proof that the changes are scheduled to be made 
(i.e. signed contracts, etc.). Yes No
Recognized that a new exit may not be required (because of
size and occupancy). Yes No
Maintained his position regarding whether the swing of the
door needs to be changed or not. Yes No
Candidate maintained eye contact while citizen was speaking. ' Yes No
Sympathized with Mr. Peters* inability to understand the
need for the changes that are required. Yes No
Offered to meet again in the future (not just to inspect)
if Mr. Peters ever has a question or problem. Yes No
Inquired into accuracy of floor plan (i.e. when was the floor
plan drawn and have there been any changes since then). Yes No
Established a position on whether the new exit is required
or not. Yes No
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Assessment Center Ratings
Erratum
On page 52, in the discussion of the analysis of variance of the 
checklist ratings, the variance component for the Person x Method 
interaction is incorrectly reported as .24. The value in Table 11 
(.14) is correct and is consequently not larger than the Person 
variance.
